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Statement of Contributions
While none of the work presented in this thesis has been published prior to its writing,
chapter 4 is based to a large extent on the content of the article titled “Monotones in
General Resource Theories” [44]. Chapter 5, on the other hand, is based on yet unpublished
work. I have worked on both of these projects in collaboration with Robert W. Spekkens.
Chapters 2 and 3 are based on work I have undertaken as a natural continuation of [44].
Besides these, I have also worked on several other projects that did not make their way into
this thesis in order to keep reasonably concise and on point. The ones that were finished
during the course of my PhD programme are [45, 41, 40]. The first one is unrelated to this
thesis, while the other two concern topics of abstract probabilistic reasoning. Insofar as
resources are often of probabilistic nature, the projects of building an abstract framework
for resouning about resources (such as the one presented here) and of building an abstract
framework for reaoning probabilistically (such as those presented in [41, 40]) support each
other. Indeed, process diagrams used in chapter 5 are precisely those used to depict
generalized probabilistic morphisms in a Markov category [38].
iv
Abstract
We aim to counter the tendency for specialization in science by advancing a language
that can facilitate the translation of ideas and methods between disparate contexts. The
methods we address relate to questions of “resource-theoretic nature”. In a resource
theory, one identifies resources and allowed manipulations that can be used to transform
them. Some of the main questions are: How to optimize resources? What are the trade-
offs between them? Can a given resource be converted to another one via the allowed
manipulations?
Because of the ubiquity of such questions, methods for answering them in one context
can be used to tackle corresponding questions in new contexts. The translation occurs
in two stages. Firstly, concrete methods are generalized to the abstract language to find
under what conditions they are applicable. Then, one can determine whether potentially
novel contexts satisfy these conditions. Here, we mainly focus on the first part of this
two-stage process.
The thesis starts with a more thorough introduction to resource theories and our
perspective on them in chapter 1. Chapter 2 then provides a selection of mathematical
ideas that we make heavy use of in the rest of the manuscript.
In chapter 3, we present two variants of the abstract framework, whose relations to
existing ones are summarized in table 1.1. The first one, universally combinable resource
theories, offers a structure in which resources, desired tasks, and resource manipulations
may all be viewed as “generalized resources”. Blurring these distinctions, whenever
appropriate, is a simplification that lets us understand the abstract results in elementary
terms. It offers a slightly distinct point of view on resource theories from the traditional
one, in which resources and their manipulations are considered independently. In this sense,
the second framework in terms of quantale modules follows the traditional conception.
Using these, we make contributions towards the task of generalizing concrete methods
in chapter 4 by studying the ways in which meaningful measures of resources may
be constructed. One construction expresses a notion of cost (or yield) of a resource,
summarized in its generalized form in theorems 4.21 and 4.22. Among other applications,
this construction may be used to extend measures from a subset of resources to a larger
domain—such as from states to channels and other processes.
Another construction allows the translation of resource measures between resource theo-
ries. A particularly useful version thereof is the translation of measures of distinguishability
to other resource theories, which we study in detail. Special cases include resource robust-
ness and weight measures as well as relative entropy based measures quantifying minimal
distinguishability from freely available resources.
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We instantiate some of these ideas in a resource theory of distinguishability in chapter 5.
It describes the utility of systems with probabilistic behavior for the task of distinguishing
between hypotheses, which said behavior may depend on.
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Motivations and brief history.
Physics, like all natural sciences, interpolates between truth-seeking and tool-seeking. In
the first mode, we try to improve our sense of what is true about the natural world.
In the latter, which we might call the pragmatic approach, we are focused on directly
improving our ability to achieve desired goals. While learning about what the world is
like tends to improve one’s engineering ability, it is not uncommon for key concepts from
pragmatic approaches to permeate the foundations of physics as well. That is to say,
these two modes support each other. Among other features, a pragmatic perspective can
sometimes help us look past some of our deeply ingrained assumptions and interpretations.
The pragmatic approach is therefore especially useful1 in times when bottom-up (or
reductionist)2 approaches are limited by the current natural interpretations.
One of the examples of practical questions leading to foundational insights is the study
of heat engines and the advent of thermodynamics. The goal there is to optimize the useful
work that can be extracted from systems, possibly when one is allowed to access a heat
bath or two. Nowadays, it is hard to imagine fundamental physics without concepts such
as energy, temperature and entropy; all of which rose to prominence in this context.
In thermodynamics, valuable resources for the task at hand are systems in states out of
thermal equilibrium. Since the extraction of work can be conceptualized as a state of some
system out of equilibrium (such as a battery), the relevant questions boil down to those of
1Useful here refers to its applicability to the truth-seeking mode.
2Pragmatic perspective is not necessarily in opposition, and certainly not the only alternative, to
reductionism, but it is the one that’s relevant to our discussion.
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manipulation of resources. This point of view serves as a basis for the resource-theoretic
treatment of thermodynamics [79].
Example 1.1. A common approach for treating thermodynamics in this way is via a
resource theory of athermality [60, 14]. Its name stems from the fact that the state of a
system, in which the system is in thermal equilibrium with a given heat bath, is sometimes
called the thermal state. Other states, ones that are valuable by virtue of being out of
equilibrium, are thus athermal. The allowed manipulations of resources (called thermal
operations) include the use of systems initialized in their thermal states, application of
reversible energy-preserving operations, and discarding of systems. Since these operations
alone do not allow one to generate work, any useful work extracted in a protocol involving
thermal operations and athermal states can be attributed to the latter—i.e. resources used
in the protocol. We return to this resource theory in greater detail in example 3.1 as well
as in other examples throughout the thesis.
It has eventually been understood that resources of thermal nonequilibrium could be
of informational character. One of the most famous examples is the Szilard engine [116],
which uses information about the state of a system in order to perform work. Here,
the pragmatic point of view has a lot to offer and complements the recognition that
‘information is physical’ [69]. In particular, we can recognize information as a resource
that can be interconverted with the resource of (ordered) energy. Rather than focusing on
what this means at the ‘fundamental level’, a resource theory studies the features of such
convertibility and the properties of systems that allow for such connections to be made.
Consequently, it can help us solidify our understanding of concepts (such as that of energy
and information) in a relational rather than analytic manner.
Resource-theoretic thinking has expanded with the development of full-fledged infor-
mation theory. The pioneering work of Claude Shannon [107] is centered around ques-
tions regarding the convertibility of resources that are communication channels. It is not
surprising, therefore, that with the rising prominence of information theory in physics in
recent years, the application of resource-theoretic ideas in physics has also been on the rise.
One of the key moments on the road towards establishing resource theories as a
research topic in its own right is the development of quantum information theory.
The resource-theoretic approach has become particularly influential in the study of
quantum entanglement [57, 31]. In a resource theory of entanglement, one studies the
manipulation of multipartite quantum states by means of local operations aided by classical
communication (LOCC) among the parties [21]. In this context, viewing entangled states
as resources for communication tasks (via teleportation), dense coding, or secret key
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generation, solidifies the modern understanding of entanglement as an attribute of physical
systems. Moreover, by comparison to analogous resource theories with only classical
resources available, it concretizes how the concept of entanglement diverges from classical
correlations.
The success of entanglement theory inspired the study of other properties of quantum
states and channels as resources relative to manipulation by a chosen set of transforma-
tions. For example, symmetry-breaking states can be characterized as resources relative to
covariant operations [86] and quantum states of thermal nonequilibrium can be character-
ized as resources relative to thermal operations [14]. These resource theories have led to
surprising and important conceptual insights, such as a generalization of Noether’s theorem
[87] and a refinement of our understanding of the second law of thermodynamics [13].
Many other examples of the use of resource theories within quantum information theory
have followed [20].
High level introduction to resource theories.
A resource theory provides a description of phenomena in terms of answers to questions
regarding the manipulation of resources. Its basic elements include resources (such as gas
in a chamber) subject to transformations (such as heating the gas). We identify a special
class of transformations, with which the resources can be freely manipulated. They are
“free” in the sense that their cost need not be accounted for, whether as a consequence
of technological, fundamental or circumstantial considerations. For instance, if we are
interested in questions of work extraction, free transformations should not include those
that require work to be exerted—all of the ordered energy, incoming or outgoing, has to
be accounted for. In a resource theory of athermality (example 1.1), free transformations
are given by the thermal operations that satisfy this requirement indeed.
One objective of a resource theory is to turn simple qualitative distinctions (free vs.
non-free transformations) into more refined qualitative statements (possibility and quality
of resource conversions) as well as quantitative ones (amount of resources needed to achieve
a certain task). In this way, it concentrates the assumptions being made, primarily in the
form of
(i) assumptions inherent to a framework of resource theories (and its interpretation),
(ii) assumptions that inform the explicit description of resources and transformation
used, and
(iii) assumptions motivating the choice of free transformations.
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There is not necessarily a clear distinction between the first two types of assumptions.
The most apparent example of these in the context of quantum resource theories (of
states) is the assumption that we can describe resources as quantum states and that their
transformations are well-described by quantum channels. Of course, these include any
assumptions implicit in quantum theory and a chosen interpretation thereof. The third
type of assumptions is the one which resource theories are good at exposing.
For instance, consider the concept of quantum entanglement. When we say that a
quantum state is entangled with respect to a chosen bipartition, it is clear what we mean—
namely that the state is not separable. However, there are multiple resource theories in
which the set of free states (i.e. ones that can be generated by free transformations from
nothing) are the separable states. One is the resource theory with free transformations
given by LOCC operations mentioned above. The other is a resource theory of LOSR
(local operations and shared randomness) in which no communication is free—the two
parties are merely allowed to access pre-shared classically correlated states for free on top
of arbitrary local operations [17]. The two resource theories make different statements
about how to compare the entanglement of quantum states—they give rise to two different
concepts of quantum entanglement.
Whether it is appropriate to say that a given quantum state ρ is more entangled (i.e.
a better resource) than another state σ
 if there is an LOCC operation mapping ρ to σ, or
 merely if there is an LOSR operation that achieves the transition
depends on the situation we are considering [103]. In particular, it depends on whether
assumptions motivating one of the choices of free transformations are better suited to the
situation at hand. For example, when describing the utility of quantum states for tasks in
quantum internet infrastructure, it is natural to assume the existence of classical internet
that allows for classical communication. In such a case, LOCC operations are the sensible
choice for the set of free transformations. On the other hand, in a Bell experiment3 we
assume that the two parties involved do not communicate with each other. Entanglement
with respect to LOSR operations is the relevant concept in such a context.
3A Bell experiment is a scenario that allows one to experimentally distinguish predictions of quantum
theory from those of local hidden variable models via a Bell inequality [7, 8]. It is an experiment with two
parties that make measurements on their respective part of a bipartite quantum system (such as a pair of
potentially entangled particles). The measurements they make depend on the choice of settings that are
given to them locally (see diagram (4.25) for a graphical depiction of this scenario). Crucially, once the
settings for each party are given, the two are not allowed to communicate by any means.
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Other objectives of developing a particular resource theory relate to practical questions
of how to optimize the amount of resources needed to achieve a task, which could be
described either as a transformation (powering an electric motor) or as another resource
(a charged battery). This includes the aim to understand the trade-offs between different
kinds of resources one could try to use.
A common attitude towards resource theories, and in particular the choice of free
transformations, is that they specify a practical restriction arising from the situation one
wishes to study. In thermodynamics, work is a valuable (and scarce) asset. In entanglement
theory, it is the noiseless quantum communication that is deemed costly.
However, an alternative interpretation is also possible, in which the choice of free
transformations encodes a physical principle, which could be emergent or fundamental.
For example, invertible transformations (e.g. unitary channels in quantum theory) that
are free in a resource theory of athermality (examples 1.1 and 3.1) are required to satisfy
energy conservation [79, section I.B]. Other restrictions on agents’ capabilities can be also
often seen in such light whenever they encode what any agent in a given situation can
or cannot achieve in principle. A particularly clear example of such a principle is the
inability to communicate faster than via the speed of light. This second attitude is explored
deeper in constructor theory [29]—a framework for building fundamental theories based
on (im)possibility.
Merits of the resource-theoretic perspective.
A significant value of a resource-theoretic perspective is the unification and organization of
knowledge about related phenomena. Entangled states may be used for varied tasks, some
of which we mentioned explicitly already. However, in a resource theory of entanglement,
they can all be jointly studied and related as manifestations of the resource of entanglement.
As such, a resource theory can be thought of not just as a means for modelling and
optimization, but also as a methodological tool. Because it aims to understand different
phenomena in a unified explanatory scheme, it can also impose a certain level of consistency
among definitions and conventions used to describe these.
Example 1.2. Consider a resource theory of nonlocality,4 which can be used to understand
violations of Bell inequalities within a resource-theoretic framework. We provide more
details in example 4.12, but here we do not need those. Since quantum entanglement
is necessary to witness a Bell inequality violation, it has long been thought that there
4Following [140], it is perhaps more appropriate to call it the resource theory of nonclassicality of
common-cause boxes.
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ought to be a very close relationship between the concepts of quantum entanglement5 and
quantum nonlocality. In contradiction, it has later been shown that quantum states with
less LOCC-entanglement can be responsible for more nonlocality [90, 132]. The reason
for this inconsistency becomes apparent if one tries to build a unified resource theory
of which quantum entanglement and nonclassicality of common-cause boxes are special
cases. This is not possible if one interprets quantum entanglement as LOCC-entanglement
because communication is not allowed in a Bell scenario. On the other hand, there is
no inconsistency between LOSR-entanglement and Bell nonlocality. Indeed, there is a
unified resource theory of which the two are special cases [103, 104]. The resolution of
(apparent) paradoxes can be thus achieved by embracing the resource-theoretic approach
and exposing implicit assumptions behind concepts such as that of quantum entanglement
in this situation.
Additionally, by concentrating the assumptions as we alluded to before, the resource-
theoretic point of view can often help expose hidden assumptions to the benefit of greater
transparency and future revisions.
In view of the above discussion, resource theories fit within the program of knowledge
integration aiming to counter the natural process of knowledge disintegration that
accompanies specialization. One of the tools of knowledge integration is the development
of languages that can express and relate problems from distinct domains of knowledge.
This is especially pertinent if disparate areas of science and engineering aim to answer
analogous questions, but use different terminology and therefore cannot simply engage in
the exchange of ideas. An objective of such a language is to be able to translate results
between, and import methods used to address, these analogous questions from one area to
another. Goals of numerous research efforts are in line with the above ideas, one of the
most notable examples of which is applied category theory [35, 26]. Resource theories in
our sense may be thought of as a subfield thereof.
Merits of an abstract framework.
Topics currently studied under the hood of resource theories are largely limited to physics
and quantum information theory in particular. However, questions of resource-theoretic
nature are by no means exclusive to physics. This sentiment is echoed in other works
on the topic of resource theories from a broad perspective, such as the frameworks of
[28, 22, 37, 82]. There are undoubtedly many parallel formulations of similar ideas in other
5The implicit assumption was that the relevant concept is that of quantum entanglement with respect
to LOCC operations, which is usually thought to be the default one.
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domains of inquiry, some of which we mention towards the end of chapter 6 (see also [37,
section 10]). Going beyond natural sciences and engineering, the ubiquity of majorization-
like conditions [83] throughout applied mathematics—in the context of economics, ecology,
genetics, statistics and others (see sections 11 and 12 of [4] for an overview)—underscores
this point. However, because of potentially independent development and terminology,
they may not be easy to identify and connect in stronger than heuristic ways.
This is where a framework that generalizes the current instances of resource theories
may help. By abstracting some of the key features along with their interpretations,
it can accommodate a wider range of situations and facilitate connections that would
otherwise be tricky to establish formally. These connections can occur within physics, thus
recontextualizing concepts in a new light and potentially proposing new ways to move past
dated ontological commitments. At an abstract level, they can also allow translation of
methods even if the concepts and their interpretations do not carry over. While this thesis
develops an abstract resource-theoretic framework, it contains very little material of this
kind that would be directly applicable. We leave such work for future studies.
On another note, an abstract framework can advance the understanding of resource
theories as construed at present. It can help us recognize patterns and formulate methods
in a more unified manner. Moreover, it allows the study of properties of resource theories
that are necessary or sufficient for these general methods to be applicable. Chapter 4 is
concerned with such applications that aim to generalize and understand methods used in
resource theories currently. More details are provided in the part of the Introduction on
resource measures below.
General frameworks can also set the stage for building new and alternative resource
theories via general constructions framed independently of the particular instance.
Example 1.3. In chapter 5, we introduce a resource theory of distinguishability of
probabilistic behaviours. The resource objects are tuples of probability distributions on a
system A, and they are valuable if the different elements of the tuple can be distinguished
with high confidence by observing A. Besides the relevance of this theory for questions in
statistics, we can also use it to generate resource measures for any resource theory based
on classical probability theory by translating measures of distinguishability. We give more
intuition on the translation of resource measures towards the end of the Introduction.
Given an abstract framework, we can then define a resource theory of distinguishability
in general (see section 4.3.3), whose resource objects are tuples of resources from some
prespecified resource theory of interest. This construction includes, as instances, resource
theories of distinguishability of quantum states [134] or channels [133] as well as many
others. Once again, these resource theories of distinguishability can be studied in their
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own right, but they can also be used to generate resource measures in the original resource
theory by translating measures of distinguishability (section 4.3.5). The procedure is
analogous to the classical case.
Remark 1.4. There are other ways to obtain new resource theories in the abstract that we
do not elaborate on in this thesis. For instance, instead of a tuple of resources representing
distinct alternatives as in the case of example 1.3, we can model uncertainty about the
identity of the resource by other means. A probability distribution over the space of
resources is one of the common representations of uncertainty, but there are many others
as well.
One can also take a resource theory and study its many-copy (or IID) version in
which the resource objects are countable powers xN of every resource x. A successful
transformation xN 7→ yN is specified by a sequence of transformations indexed by n ∈ N
that achieve the conversion xn 7→ ybαnc. Here, α ∈ [0,∞] is a label that indicates the
rate of conversion of said many-copy transformation. Usually, one would also require the
conversions to be approximate with an asymptotically vanishing error. One of the reasons
why this construction cannot be described in our abstract framework is that we do not


























Table 1.1: Rough overview of some of the resource-theoretic frameworks and the features
they model explicitly (rather than implicitly or not at all). Transformations refer to
the inclusion of protocols for converting resources, whose identity is distinct from the
identity of resources so that they can be studied and optimized in their own right. With
resource types, one can perform high-level inference and verification because they restrict
the manipulations to those that respect the types. An explicit structure of resource
conjunctions allows one to consider composite resources whose parts are themselves
resources of potentially distinct types. A structure representing ambiguity deals with
the lack of knowledge about the identity of resources (such as when we only care about
approximate conversions). Finally, disjunction of access to resources is relevant when
we wish to contrast the power of agents who find themselves in different circumstances
(hypothetical or not). It should be noted that a partitioned process theory as such does
not include a specification of resource transformations and conjunctions. Instead, this is
achieved by identifying a resource theory associated to it, such as a resource theory of
states [22, section 3.2], a resource theory of parallel combinable processes [22, section 3.3],
or a resource theory of universally combinable processes [22, section 3.4].
Resource theories as quantale modules.
In this thesis, we present an abstract framework for resource theories, complementing
previous works of this kind [28, 22, 37].6 The idea guiding the specific mathematical
structures chosen here is to be able to model varying degrees of access that an agent may
have to resources. To illustrate this idea, imagine a collection of resources (denoted by
X) as well as a collection of transformations (denoted by T ). An element x of the set
X encodes that the agent in question has access to the resource x, but not to any other
ones. Access to free transformations—something that we commonly assume implicitly in a
resource theory—is specified by a subset Tfree of all free transformations. There are other
sets we may be interested in too. Given a resource x, there is a set that describes those
resources which can be obtained provided an agent has access to both x and Tfree. We
denote such a set of resources by Tfree . x.
Example 1.5. Resource theory of magic states [59] is an instance of a resource theory
describing quantum computation in the quantum circuit paradigm. Free transformations
constitute those that are efficiently simulable on a classical computer—they include the
6See also the recent approach of [36], which shares some of the motivations, but makes use of modal
logic and model theory in order to arrive at an abstract description.
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preparation of stabilizer states, implementation of Clifford unitary gates and of Pauli
measurements. In the magic state paradigm, we assume that these are operations that
can be executed in a fault-tolerant manner. Among the resources that are not free are
so-called magic states. Sets of resources such as Tfree . x for a given magic state x are
of particular interest as they describe quantum computations accessible if we allow the
injection of a magic state on top of the classically-simulable operations.
For a free transformation t, the subset inclusion {t} ⊆ Tfree is interpreted as follows.
An agent who can choose to use any of the free transformations can also choose to use the
transformation t. That is, access to Tfree entails access to {t}. The same interpretation
is given to other subset inclusions. As we will see later, from the definition of a resource
theory it follows, for example, that we have x ⊆ Tfree . x.7 We thus interpret this fact (in
a resource theory of magic states) as saying that an agent who has access to the injection
of a given magic state x on top of classically-simulable operations may also choose to just
inject the magic state without applying any other transformations.
Notions of degrees of access to resources and their entailment mentioned above are often
used implicitly in resource-theoretic reasoning. The most obvious example is the question
of whether it is possible to convert a resource x to a resource y via free transformations,
which can be formulated as: “Does joint access to x and Tfree entail access to y?” In other
words, we may write it as: “Is y ⊆ Tfree . x true?”
We are passing from resources to sets of resources and from set membership ∈ to subset
inclusion ⊆. This is viewed as a move to use the power set P(X) instead of the collection
X of all resources to describe their value and interactions. However, the fact that we can
describe resource theories in this way does not mean that we should. The justification for
developing the abstract language presented in chapter 3 is twofold.
First of all, its development goes hand in hand with the understanding of the methods
from chapter 4 on resource measures. By expressing the constructions of resource measures
abstractly, we not only understand that they are valid measures, but we can also see more
clearly why. Consequently, this reformulation allows us to generalize them, as we explain
in greater detail in chapter 4.
Example 1.6. As one example for many, consider the case of robustness measures.
Resource robustness [131] and global robustness [52] are measures that play an important
role in many resource theories. For instance, global robustness can be used to characterize
many-copy conversions [15, theorem 1]. The former quantifies the endurance of resources
7In order to improve readability, we generally use an abusive notation in which singletons such as {x}
are merely denoted by x.
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against noise in the form of mixing with other free resources while the latter allows for
noise in the form of mixing with arbitrary resources. By proving that robustness is a valid
measure in the abstract language, it is easy to recognize that both robustness measures
are special cases of a more general construction (section 4.3.7). Indeed, it is not important
that the “noise” comes from either the set of free resources or the set of all resources. The
crucial property is that the set is downward closed (definition 2.7).
The second case for abstraction comes from the aim to expand the scope of resource
theories. Compared to the aforementioned generalization of concrete methods, to which
we give a lot of space in this thesis, this objective is largely undeveloped here. One of the
ways in which we strive to extend resource-theoretic thinking beyond its present context
is by developing the resource-theoretic language in more general terms. That is, once
we pass from a set of resources X to the power set P(X), it is a small step to consider
other lattices (section 2.3) than the power set lattice. Lattices are mathematical structures
that allow us to talk about entailment and disjunction of access to resources, just like
the operations ⊆ and ∪ from the power set do, but they have much wider applicability.
Throughout the manuscript, we mention a few simple examples of resource theories that
cannot be described by a power set lattice (examples 3.7 and 3.23), but we expect many
more examples to appear in the future.
Some of these examples are undoubtedly already developed in the literature that is
not commonly associated with resource-theoretic studies. This is the second way in which
resource theories can extend their scope. Namely, by developing an abstract framework, we
may recognize that investigations in other research fields are instances of resource-theoretic
methods. The most immediate ones to look for, given the nature of our framework, are
notions from theoretical computer science and logic (see chapter 6). Thus, the abstract
framework we develop here should be particularly suited for establishing connections
between physics and computer science.
Of course, a general-purpose framework for resource theories ought to capture other
features of resource theories and their interpretations than merely the varying degrees of
access to resources. In order to keep it simple and restrict its scope, we do not necessarily
aim for all of those. Some of the main omissions are mentioned in chapter 6, and outlined
also in table 1.1. What we do include is a description of resources, transformations,
and two notions of composition. One type of composition, denoted by ?, describes how
transformations can be combined to form new ones. In resource theories of quantum states,
where the transformations are channels, ? prescribes how to compose channels. Channels
may generally be composed sequentially and in parallel, but their composition may also
be restricted further, e.g. by causal requirements. The other type of composition, denoted
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by ., models how transformations transform resources. For example, it may specify, given
a quantum channel and a state, what is the output state after the channel is applied. On
top of these, we require a specification of free transformations that prescribe how resources
can be manipulated for free. More details on resource theories viewed as quantale modules,
in line with the above, can be found in section 3.3. In particular, the central definition of
a resource theory, as used in the context of this thesis, is definition 3.10.
Besides the above structure that loosely corresponds to the partitioned process theories
from [22], but with less focus on compositionality, we also include an account of universally
combinable resource theories as a special case in section 3.2. The idea of universally
combinable resource theories dates back to [22] and it is closely connected to the ordered
commutative monoids of [37] (see section 3.2.2 for more details). In this thesis, a universally
combinable resource theory is one in which there is no conceptual distinction between
resources and transformations. Manipulation of resources is achieved by a composition
of resources, denoted by a commutative binary operation . The reason to require
commutativity is that we interpret r  s for two resources r and s as their universal
combination. That is, r  s specifies all conceivable ways of combining r and s, which
coincides with s  r that specifies all conceivable ways of combining s and r. Universally
combinable resource theories have been used in the work concerning monotones in resource
theories [44], which forms a basis for a large part of this thesis. In a sense, one could say
that the two operations ? and .—telling us how transformations can be combined and how
they act on resources—reduce to a single operation  that describes both how resources
can be combined and how they act on other resources. Additionally,  provides a notion of
conjunction of resources, which the framework of quantale module does not have explicitly
(see table 1.1). Namely, rs is interpreted as allowing access to both r and s in conjunction
(as well as any other resource that results from combining the two).
Resource measures.
Regardless of the framework, one of the key questions to answer in a resource theory
is to ascertain whether a free conversion between two given resources is possible. This
problem can be viewed as that of characterizing the convertibility relation which provides
an ordering, or hierarchy, among resources. Two resources, r and s, are ordered as long
as r can be converted to s by a free transformation. A useful tool for learning about the
resource ordering is an algorithm that can answer the question: “Does a free transformation
mapping a resource r to a resource s exist?”
An alternative approach to understand the resource ordering is to identify ways in
which we can assign real values to resources. In particular, we are generally interested in
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value-assignments that preserve all the relations between resources. That is, a meaningful
resource measure f is one that satisfies f(r) ≥ f(s) whenever the resource r is freely
convertible to the resource s. We thus avoid assigning higher value to a resource that is
less useful than another one. Such resource evaluations are called resource monotones.
While a resource monotone preserves all the relations between resources, it generally
also adds new ones. That is, knowing that f(r) ≥ f(s) holds provides no guarantee that the
resource r is more useful than the resource s. As such, a single resource monotone contains
only partial information about the ordering of resources. However, a sufficient number
of resource monotones can be used to completely characterize the resource ordering. This
happens if knowing that fi(r) ≥ fi(s) holds for every resource monotone fi in the collection
is in fact a guarantee that r and s are ordered. In this case r can be freely converted to s
if and only if fi(r) ≥ fi(s) holds for all fi. We then speak of a complete set of monotones
{fi}i.
Monotones play a key role in concisely capturing a substantial amount of information
about a resource theory. They can be used to quickly answer questions about the resource
order and can be used to gain intuition about the resources in question, particularly when
they can be represented graphically.
Example 1.7. A classical resource theory of nonuniformity [47, 55] describes the degree
to which probability distributions differ from the uniform distribution. It can be viewed
as a resource theory of athermality with respect to a heat bath at infinite temperature
(so that thermal states are given by uniform distributions). The resource ordering of
nonuniformity can be shown to be identical to the well-known majorization ordering [83].
One of the equivalent ways to describe majorization is in terms of the so-called Lorenz curve
[78, 3]. That is, one can determine the convertibility between probability distributions in
a classical resource theory of nonuniformity simply by drawing their Lorenz curves (see
figure 1.1 for a concrete example).
Resource monotones can also sometimes acquire a concrete interpretation as quantifying
the utility of any given resource for a particular task [118, 32]. Additionally, one can use
them in algorithmic characterizations of the resource ordering.
In practice, one can identify patterns among monotones used in various resource
theories, which begs the question: Are they instances of constructions that are independent
of the details of a particular resource theory? This is what we investigate in chapter 4, in
the context of the aforementioned abstract framework. Following the approach of [44], we
introduce a general scheme for modularizing monotone constructions (see Broad Scheme).






Figure 1.1: An example of two Lorenz curves. Red curve corresponds to distribution
x := (3/4, 1/12, 1/12, 1/12) while the blue one to distribution y := (7/8, 1/8). The height
of the respective Lorenz curve at any point along the horizontal axis is a resource monotone.
The fact that the red curve is higher than the blue one at 1/4 implies that y is cannot
be converted to x by free transformations in the resource theory of nonuniformity. On
the other hand, comparing the fact that the blue curve is higher than the red one at 1/2
implies the lack of convertibility in the opposite direction. Moreover, Lorenz curves have
the appealing property that they procide a complete set of nonuniformity monotones, so
that no information about the majorization order is lost in this representation.
 a mediating map from the set of resources to a distinct ordered set, ideally one that
is well-understood, and
 a monotone for the latter which is then pulled back to the resource ordering.
Example 1.8. As shown by Nielsen in [91], entanglement properties are connected to
majorization [83]. Specifically, the ordering of pure bipartite quantum states with respect
to conversions by LOCC operations is equivalent to the (reverse) ordering of probability
distributions by majorization. It follows that all such measures of nonuniformity of
distributions can be pulled back to measures of entanglement via the mediating map,
as pointed out in [25] where the mediating map was termed a qualitative measure of
entanglement.
Consequently, we identify several ways to generate resource monotones. This allows us
to
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(i) classify concrete resource monotones according to how they fit with the Broad
Scheme,
(ii) have a structured procedure for generating new, alternative monotones starting from
existing constructions,
(iii) generalize monotones beyond the resource theories in which they were introduced
and identify sufficient conditions under which they exist,
(iv) and thus to translate resource measures between resource theories.
Specifically, section 4.2 concerns monotone constructions dubbed resource cost and resource
yield. They measure the minimal cost and the maximum yield of the resource in
question respectively. These include a wide class of examples, among them entanglement
rank and entanglement of formation. They have been used explicitly in the study of
quantum (and other nonclassical) correlations from the resource-theoretic perspective (see
example 4.12). A special case of the cost and yield constructions describes extremal
extensions of monotones from a subset to all resources, as introduced in [44, section 3.2]
and subsequently also considered in [49]. For instance, the extension of monotones for
states, which are often easier to study, to other types of resources such as channels (see
example 4.13 and section 5.6) can be particularly useful. A general construction of costs
and yields is summarized in the form of theorem 4.22 and theorem 4.21 respectively.
Then, in section 4.3, we first study monotone constructions that pull back measures of
distinguishability. These can be thought of as examples of the translation of monotones,
as the codomain of the mediating map is a resource theory of distinguishability (see
example 1.3 and section 4.3.3). We also show how standard monotone constructions,
such as weight, robustness and measures based on relative entropy, can all be recast in this
way, which leads to natural generalizations of them.
A concrete instance of a resource theory of distinguishability, one in which the resources
are tuples of probability distributions, is studied in greater detail in chapter 5. We interpret
the tuples as specifying counter-factual possibilities (or hypotheses) of what the actual
behaviour is. A particular tuple
(x1, x2, . . . , xk) (1.1)
of distributions of some classical system A is a resource of distinguishability insofar as
it allows one to distinguish the alternative hypotheses labelled by {1, 2, . . . , k}, e.g. by
performing measurements of the system A. The transformations allowed for free are those
that are completely uninformative about (i.e. independent of) the hypotheses. We can view
this resource theory as a reframing of the theory of comparison of statistical experiments
[12, 70, 120], and in particular its formulation in terms of matrix majorization [83, 27]. In
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chapter 5, we aim to illuminate the idea of resource theories of distinguishability through
this concrete example. Additionally, we use it to show how some of the abstract monotone
constructions can be used in this context.
Finally, in section 4.4, we introduce an ordering among monotones that captures how
much information they have about the resource ordering. This concept is another tool one
may use for the classification of monotone constructions. We make partial progress along
these lines by proving proposition 4.51. It says: If we think of cost and yield constructions
as extending the domain of a partial monotone f , then the more informative f is, the more
informative the resulting extensions are.
Reading suggestions and notation.
Chapter 2 introduces mathematical structures used throughout the rest of the thesis. It
is fairly dense with definitions and lemmas whose motivation often becomes apparent only
in later chapters. As such, the reader may consider continuing with chapter 3 instead and
referring to chapter 2 when in need of clarification only.
As a final point before we delve into the details, let us make a remark on notation
that we use. While it may be broken on occassion, the general rule is that lowercase latin
letters denote individual resources or transformations, uppercase latin letters denote sets of
resources or objects with similar interpretation, and uppercase caligraphic letters represent
collections of sets of resources. Keeping this in mind may be helpful when we refer to an
object like S as a resource, even though in most straightforward interpretations of the
formalism, one would think of such an S as a set of resources. This convention carries over
to generalizations, such as when we replace power set lattices with more general lattices.
Similarly, ⊆ and ⊇ denote set inclusion as a relation on the power set lattices, but also
the ordering relation for general lattices. In the same vein, ∪ and ∩ represent set union
and intersection respectively, just as well as suprema and infima in a generic lattice.
Order relations that are interpreted as resource orderings are usually denoted by .
When referring to a generic order relation—one which does not carry an interpretation as
an ordering of resources—we tend to use the symbol ≥, which is not meant to suggest that
they have anything to do with numbers a priori.
Table 1.2 displays further conventions that we follow concerning the use of different
Latin letters in particular.
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Symbol Meaning(s) Interpretation(s)
r, x, . . . Element of a set Individual resource or a transformation
—"— Atom of a lattice —"—
R A set Set of all resources in a UCRT
S, T —"— Set of resources in a UCRT
Rfree —"— Set of free resources in a UCRT
X, W —"— Set of all resources in a concrete resource theory
Y , Z —"— Set of resources in a resource theory
Y , Z, X Suplattice element —"—
A A set Domain of definition of a partial function
T , U —"— Set of all transformations in a concrete resource theory
S, U —"— Set of transformations in a resource theory
S, T , U Suplattice element —"—
Tfree A set Set of free transformations in a resource theory
D —"— A downset of resources
D —"— A right invariant set of transformations
S —"— A left invariant set of transformations
R A quantale Suplattice of resources in a UCRT




Combination of resources in a UCRT
X A suplattice Suplattice of resources and their disjunctions
P(X) A power set Suplattice of resources in a concrete resource theory
T A quantale Quantale of transformations and their disjunctions
P(T ) A power set Quantale of transformations in a concrete resource theory
? quantale operation Combination of transformations in a resource theory
. quantale action Action of transformations on resources
Table 1.2: Notational conventions for commonly used symbols, with interpretations in the
context of resource theories as presented in sections chapters 3 and 4. The abbreviation




In this chapter, we introduce various more or less well-known mathematical structures and
concepts. Some of them, particularly those in section 2.4, may be new given the not-quite-
standard interpretation we propose here. However, it could very well be the case that they
have appeared elsewhere unbeknownst to us, possibly disguised under a different language.
The purpose of this chapter is to make the thesis reasonably self-contained and to act as
a resource for the reader to look up relevant definitions whose notational conventions here
tend to match those in the rest of the manuscript.
2.1 Process Theories
We start with a concept that is not going to be relevant for any of the technical details
we present in this thesis. However, process theories are tied with resource theories in
multiple ways. Here, they serve to provide examples that elucidate the intended meaning
of several of our definitions. They form an important class of examples that connect our
framework to the practice of resource theories because process theories are often used as
a set-up therefor. In large part, this is the case thanks to the influential framework for
resource theories in terms of partitioned process theories [22]. Another point of contact is
a result of many resource theories originating in the community of quantum information
theory, which has assimilated the process-theoretic perspective as exhibited in [24]. More
fundamentally, one could say that process theories and resource theories also share some of
their conceptual underpinnings, namely the adherence to pragmatism, structural realism,1
18
and process philosophy [105].
We avoid the category-theoretic technicalities behind the scenes and introduce process
theories in a diagrammatic language [106], following the approach of [23]. A process t is
thus denoted by a box:
t (2.1)
Wires on the bottom represent incoming systems, while those on top are outgoing systems.
Moreover, wires carry labels that identify the type of the system in question. We generally
do not need to consider wire types in this manuscript and thus leave the labels implicit.
Such processes can be contracted by joining a pair of an incoming and outgoing wire




These embody the principle that “only connectivity matters” in the sense that moving
boxes and wires around on the page does not change the identity of a diagram, as long as
the connectivity is preserved. Furthermore, we also require that there are no cycles in the
admissible diagrams [23, definition 2.3], i.e. we restrict our attention to circuit diagrams.
There are two special kinds of wirings, ⊗ and ◦, which carry the interpretation of
parallel and sequential composition respectively. For example, we have
t s⊗ = t s (2.3)






1In the case of resource theories, structural perspective enters because resources attain their attributes
only in relation to other resources and the choice of free manipulations. Properties of an object, which its
value as a resource, are not intrinsic.
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These two operations generate all admissible diagrams and thus can be seen as building
blocks of process contractions. With these in mind, a process theory is a collection of
processes such that every admissible wiring of processes corresponds to another process in
the theory.
In this thesis, we often refer to the concept of a partitioned process theory from [22].
A partitioned process theory is nothing but a process theory with a distinguished
subset of so-called free processes. The key requirement is that the subset of free processes
forms a process theory itself, i.e. it should be closed under both parallel and sequential
compositions.
2.2 Ordered Sets
One of the central concepts used in resource theories is that of an ordered set. We use it
in two ways with quite distinct interpretations. Some order relations refer to the fact of
a resource being more valuable than another one (such as the resource ordering  on X).
Others describe the fact that having access to a given set of resources may subsume the
access to another set of resources.
Definition 2.1. A relation ≥ on a set X is said to be a preorder if it satisfies
(i) Transitivity: x ≥ y and y ≥ z implies x ≥ z.
(ii) Reflexivity: x ≥ x.
The pair (X,≥) is then called a preordered set.
Every preorder generates an equivalence relation indentifying elements that are
interchangeable as far as their place in the ordering is concerned. That is, we say that
x, y ∈ X are equivalent with respect to ≥ if we have
x ≥ y and y ≥ x. (2.5)
In situations in which one is not interested in the identity of elements of X beyond their
placement according to ≥, we can quotient out the variability within the equivalence classes
to obtain the corresponding partial order.
Definition 2.2. A relation ≥ on a set X is said to be a partial order if it is a preorder
and furthermore satisfies
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(iii) Antisymmetry: x ≥ y and y ≥ x implies x = y.
The pair (X,≥) is then called a partially ordered set (often shortened to poset).
Since, in the study of resource theories, we are often interested in the interplay between
different orderings, we usually prefer to work with the more basic notion of preorders rather
than partial orders.
Definition 2.3. A preorder ≥ on X is termed a total order if any two elements of X are
comparable, i.e. if for any x, y ∈ X we have either
x ≥ y or y ≥ x (2.6)
(or both).
Example 2.4. A canonical example of a totally ordered set for our purposes is that of
(extended) real numbers (R,≥). The underlying set consists of all real numbers as well as
−∞ and ∞, which are ordered as expected.
Generally speaking, however, ordered sets will have incomparable pairs (x, y), for which
neither x is above y nor is y above x, according to ≥.
Definition 2.5. Given preordered sets (X,≥) and (Y,≥), a function f : X → Y is said to
be an isotone if it satisfies
x ≥ x′ =⇒ f(x) ≥ f(x′) (2.7)
for all x, x′ ∈ X. Similarly, a partial function f : X → Y is termed a partial isotone if it
satisfies (2.7) for all x and x′ within its domain.
That is, isotones are order-preserving functions. Traditionally, such functions are also
referred to as monotones. However, we prefer the term isotone. It allows us to distinguish
a specific class of order-preserving functions as follows.
Definition 2.6. An order-preserving function f : X → Y is called a monotone if (Y,≥)
is a totally ordered set.
Isotones are the most basic structure-preserving maps in the theory of ordered sets.
While they may coarse-grain the information in their domain, we can still recover some
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r
(a) Example of a downset (brown
region) and the downward closure ↓(r)
of a particular resource r (turquoise) in
a simple preordered set.
r
(b) Example of an upset (brown) and
the upward closure ↑(r) of an r ∈ R
(turquoise) in a simple preordered set.
of the original structure from the codomain. Specifically, for an isotone f : X → Y , the
contrapositive statement of (2.7) is
f(x) 6≥ f(x′) =⇒ x 6≥ x′ (2.8)
That is, lack of ordering in the image of f lets one learn about the lack of ordering in the
domain.
Another useful concept is that of subsets of X which include all the points below their
elements—downsets—and their dual versions—upsets.
Definition 2.7. Let (X,≥) be a preordered set. A subset D thereof is called a downward
closed set (or downset for short) if for all x ∈ X and d ∈ D the implication
d ≥ x =⇒ x ∈ D (2.9)
holds. The set of all downward closed subsets of X is denoted by DC(X).
On the other hand, a set U ⊆ X is an upward closed set (or upset for short) if for
all x ∈ X and u ∈ U the implication
x ≥ u =⇒ x ∈ U (2.10)
holds. The set of all upward closed subsets of X is denoted by UC(X).
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Definition 2.8. Given a preordered set (X,≥), the downward closure ↓ : X → DC(X)
is defined by2
↓(x) = { y ∈ X | x ≥ y }. (2.11)
Similarly, the upward closure ↑ : X → UC(X) is defined by
↑(x) = { y ∈ X | y ≥ x }. (2.12)
When we intersect the downward closure of some x with the upward closure of some
y, we get all the elements that lie in between the two. These subsets are called intervals
and we denote them as
〈y, x〉 := ↓(x) ∩ ↑(y). (2.13)
Notice that both DC(X) and UC(X) have a natural ordering in terms of subset
inclusion which makes ↑ and ↓ into order-preserving maps. In particular, it is easy to
see that the two maps of preordered sets
↓ : (X,≥)→ (DC(X),⊇) ↑ : (X,≥)→ (UC(X),⊆) (2.14)
are both isotones.
Downward and upward closures can also be extended to act on sets of resources by








Thus, a set D is downward closed if and only if ↓(D) = D holds, while the fact that a
set U is upward closed can be stated as ↑(U) = U .
2.3 Lattices
Preorders offer a suitable level of generality to describe the relationship between different
resources and their value. Even though resource orderings that arise in practice often come
with extra structure or properties, a great deal of the general theory can be laid out in the
abstract, as we do in this thesis.
2The set ↓(x) is also called the principal ideal of x.
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However, when it comes to order relations representing degrees of possibility, it is useful
to make some further assumptions. For example, notice that the power set P(X) ordered
by set inclusion has a bottom element (the empty set) and a top element (the full set X).
Moreover, any two elements have a least upper bound (their union) as well as a greatest
lower bound (their intersection). Least upper bounds and greatest lower bounds exist for
any collection of elements of P(X). In other words, (P(X),⊇) is a complete lattice.
Definition 2.9. Let (X,⊇) be a poset. Given a subset Z of X, consider the collections








∣∣ ∀Z ∈ Z : X ⊆ Z } (2.16)
If U(Z) has a bottom element (the least upper bound), we term it the supremum of Z,
denoted by
⋃
Z. Similarly, if L(Z) has a top element (the greatest lower bound), we term
it the infimum of Z, denoted by
⋂
Z.
A complete lattice is a poset in which every subset3 has both a supremum and an
infimum. Clearly, a complete lattice has both a top element and a bottom element, as they






By convention, the top element is also the infimum of the empty subset of X, i.e. Z = ∅,






Since any infimum can be expressed as a supremum of the set of lower bounds, it suffices
to assume the existence of all suprema to obtain a complete lattice. A poset that has all
suprema is called a suplattice (see definition 2.10) and this observation means that any
given poset is a complete lattice if and only if it is a (bounded) suplattice. Nevertheless, the
two concepts are not quite interchangeable. This is because maps that preserve suprema
do not coincide with those that preserve both suprema and infima. In other words, the
homomorphisms of suplattices differ from the homomorphisms of complete lattices. In
our context, we think of suprema as being the fundamental part of the structure we are
interested in, and infima as being a derived notion. That is why we use suplattices instead
of complete lattices.
3Note that a subset Z of X = P(X) is a collection of subsets of X.
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Definition 2.10. A poset X is a (bounded)4 suplattice if it has a minimal element ⊥
and every subset Z of X has a supremum
⋃
Z ∈X. We thus denote a suplattice by the
triple (X,
⋃
,⊥) or just X whenever the other structures are clear from the context.
The traditional perspective in mathematical logic is to interpret the relation Y ⊇ Z
in a lattice as entailment (Z entails Y ) and the operations Y ∪ Z, Y ∩ Z as predicate
disjunction and conjunction respectively. In this thesis we take a different point of view.
Namely, we also interpret Y ⊇ Z as a kind of entailment, but in the opposite direction as
follows.
Y ⊇ Z means: If an agent has access to anything in Y , then they also have
access to anything Z.
The supremum Y ∪ Z then represents the joint access to anything in Y or in Z, while the
infimum Y ∩ Z represents access to whatever Y and Z have in common. For example, in
the case of a power set lattice, Y and Z are sets of resources whose common elements are
given by their intersection. That is,
having access to Y ∈ P(X) means: An agent may use one (and only one) of
the elements of Y , the choice of which is theirs to make.
Of course, there are other interpretations that the mathematical structures allow for, but
the reader should keep in mind that many definitions are introduced and justified with this
one in mind.
It is worth noting that in works that have used lattices in a resource-theoretic context
in the past, such as [28, 100], the lattice structure is introduced to represent knowledge
about resources. That is, the relation Y ⊇ Z indicates that knowing Z entails knowing
Y . Given such interpretation, Z ought to be considered a “better resource” than Y in the
sense that it represents an agent with a higher amount of information about the resource
in question. On the contrary, in our case Y ⊇ Z implies that Y is a “better resource” than
Z as it gives an agent greater (or equal) access. In other words, an agent having access
to resources in Y can choose from a wider range of actions to achieve their goal than an
agent having access to resources in Z.
4We will drop the explicit mention, but throughout we assume every suplattice to be bounded. In
particular, this means that we require morphisms of suplattices to preserve the bottom element.
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,⊥), a function f : X → Y is a









for all subsets Z of X.
Choosing Z to be the empty set shows that a suplattice homomorphism preserves the
bottom element, i.e. f(⊥) = ⊥. Necessarily, they are also order-preserving, which can be
derived as follows:
X1 ⊇ X2 =⇒ f(X1) = f (X1 ∪X2) = f(X1) ∨ f(X2)
=⇒ f(X1) ⊇ f(X2)
(2.20)
However, suplattice homomorphisms preserve neither infima nor the top element in general.
The power set lattice has many special properties, among which is the special role
of singletons. They are the minimal elements if we exclude the bottom element ∅ and
every element of the power set can be expressed as the union of a collection of singletons.
Moreover, this collection is unique. In general terms, we can phrase these properties as
follows.
Definition 2.12. Let (X,
⋃
,⊥) be a suplattice with the partial order denoted by ⊇. An
element X ∈X distinct from ⊥ is an atom if for all Y ∈X, X ⊇ Y implies Y ∈ {⊥, X}.
The set of all atoms of X is denoted by Atoms(X). X is said to be an atomistic lattice
if every element thereof is the supremum of some subset of its atoms. That is, for each




Finally, X is said to be uniquely atomistic if the set AX ⊆ Atoms(X) is unique for
each X.
As an example of an atomistic lattice, consider the following one that can be viewed as








We can see that> is the supremum of both {a1, a3} and {a1, a2, a3}, which is why the lattice
is not uniquely atomistic. Many lattices are not even atomistic. For instance, removing
any single atom from the one depicted in diagram (2.22) leads to one. As another example,
the ordered set of extended real numbers from example 2.4 has no atoms at all.
Uniquely atomistic lattices are precisely the ones that can be interpreted as power sets.
Lemma 2.13. Every uniquely atomistic suplattice X is isomorphic to the power set lattice
(P(X),
⋃
, ∅) where X := Atoms(X).
Proof. This argument can be found in [139] for example. Let’s consider a function⋃
: P(X)→X given by A 7→
⋃
A. It preserves the order relation, suprema, as well as the
bottom element. Moreover, by the assumption of unique atomisticity, it has a two-sided
inverse Y 7→ AY where AY denotes the unique set of atoms that “make up” Y .
By equation (2.19), homomorphisms between uniquely atomistic suplattices correspond
to functions of type X → P(Y ) that assign a set of atoms in the codomain to each atom
in the domain.
Sometimes we want to use lattices whose suprema and infima “behave like” unions and
intersections, but assuming the existence of atoms is unnecessarily strong or undesirable.
A commonly used structure that formalizes this idea is that of a locale (also known as a
frame).
Definition 2.14. A suplattice (X,
⋃









(X ∩ Y ) (2.23)
for all X ∈X and all subsets Y of X.
2.4 Ordered Lattices
In this thesis, we are interested in the interplay between the resource ordering induced by
free operations and the lattice of resource disjunctions. The structure that arises is that
of an ordered lattice.
Definition 2.15. A suplattice (X,
⋃
,⊥) equipped with a preorder ≥ on X is a
preordered suplattice if for all X, Y ∈X and all subsets Z of X, we have
X ≥ Y =⇒ X ∪Z ≥ Y ∪Z.5 (2.24)
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Definition 2.16. Given a suplattice (X,
⋃
,⊥), a preorder ≥ on X is said to be an
extension of ⊇ if for all X, Y ∈X and all subsets Z of X
(i) X ⊇ Y implies X ≥ Y , as well as
(ii) X ≥ Z for every Z ∈ Z implies X ≥
⋃
Z.
The pair is then called a preorder-extended suplattice.
In particular, condition (ii) says that suprema with respect to ≥ (if they exist) are ≥-
above suprema with respect to ⊇. The properties required by definition 2.16 also readily
entail
X ≥ ⊥ and X ≥ Y =⇒ X ∪ Z ≥ Y ∪ Z (2.25)
for all X, Y, Z ∈ X. Since the latter can be shown to hold also for arbitrary suprema,
it is indeed the case that every preorder-extended suplattice is a preordered suplattice.
However, the converse is not true and we will see a relevant example of a preordered lattice
that is not preorder-extended in definition 2.26.
In this work, we are especially interested in preordered lattices that arise from an
underlying preordered set (X,) of resources by passing to the power set lattice P(X).
These are indeed preorder-extended lattices in the sense of definition 2.16 as we show in
lemma 2.21. Let us comment on the meaning of their defining properties in this context.
Remark 2.17. One might be tempted to interpret condition (i) and its consequence x ≥ ⊥
as saying that discarding resources is a free operation. If this were the case, such a structure
would be inappropriate for describing costs associated with the destruction of resources,
which need not be negligible in many circumstances of interest. However, our perspective
is different. The lattice ordering is interpreted as a relation that describes what an agent
has access to, with ⊥ representing the contrived situation of not having access to anything
at all. As such, even though an agent may have no access to x, and thus describe their
state by ⊥, this does not mean that x has been destroyed. Thus, passing from x to ⊥ is
interpreted as the fact that losing access to x is free. If we were interested in modelling
externalities and other costs associated with destruction, we would instead have to include
an explicit description of a “clean slate”, distinct from ⊥, in which all relevant garbage has
been dealt with.
5Note that X ∪Z denotes the supremum (in X) of the union of {X} and Z.
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Remark 2.18. Condition (ii) has a transparent interpretation if Z is a collection of atoms
and X is itself an atom. For example, consider Z consisting of two individual resources
z1 and z2. In this case, the condition says that if x can be converted to both z1 and z2 by
possibly distinct free conversions φ1 and φ2, then x can be converted to {z1} ∪ {z2}. The
non-atomic resource {z1, z2} represents the possibility of using either z1 or z2, the choice
of which corresponds to applying either φ1 or φ2 to x.
Given a preorder of individual resources, (X,), we may be interested in comparing not
just elements of X, but also its subsets. There is not a canonical way to do so. Whether
two subsets Y, Z of (X,≥) should be ordered or not depends on the interpretation of the
ordering and set union in the particular situation one is interested in.
Enhancement preorder.
We could say that Y should be above Z, denoted by Y enh Z, if every element of Z lies
below an element of Y . In the following toy example (in which nodes are elements of X




we would have that {y1, y2} is above {z3, z4}, but not above {z1, z2, z3}. With respect to
the interpretation of the elements of P(X):
Y enh Z means: For every element of Z that an agent could make use of,
there is an element of Y which is at least as valuable.
This notion of ordering of subsets of (X,≥) can be expressed via the existence of an
enhancement map, defined as follows.
Definition 2.19. Let (X,≥) be a preordered set with two subsets Y, Z. A function
enh : Z → Y is termed an enhancement if we have
enh(z) ≥ z ∀ z ∈ Z. (2.27)
Definition 2.20. Given a preordered set (X,), define the enhancement preorder enh
on P(X) by
Y enh Z :⇐⇒ there exists an enhancement Z → Y. (2.28)
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whenever Z is non-empty and
Y enh ∅ (2.29)
for all Y ∈ P(X).
Given Y enh Z, access to resources in Y can be reduced to the access to resources in Z
by ignoring elements of Y outside the image of enh. In this way, we can obtain a preordered
lattice (P(X),enh) from a preordered set (X,), such that the latter is isomorphic to the
ordering of the atoms in P(X). The same construction can be used in any atomistic lattice
given a preorder among its atoms, as well as any strongly coherent lattice [121, definition
5.3] given a preorder among its completely join prime elements. As we show next, the
enhancement ordering constitutes a consistent extension of the subset inclusion.
Lemma 2.21. The enhancement preorder makes (P(X),⊇) into a preorder-extended
suplattice.
Proof. Indeed, if Y is a superset of Z, then the inclusion of Z within Y is an enhancement.
Moreover, if there is an enhancement Zi → Y for every Zi in a family Z of subsets of X,
then there also exists an enhancement ⋃
i
Zi → Y, (2.30)
which gives condition (ii).
The enhancement ordering is not the only consistent extension of (X,). However, it
is the one that postulates “fewest” relations among the elements of P(X).
Lemma 2.22. Let X be an atomistic, preorder-extended suplattice and denote by
(P(Atoms(X)),≥enh) the enhancement preorder induced by the restriction of ≥ to the atoms
of X. For any Y, Z ∈X we have
AY ≥enh AZ =⇒ Y ≥ Z. (2.31)
where AY and AZ denote sets of atoms that make up Y and Z respectively.
Proof. The antecedent stipulates that there is an enhancement enh : AZ → AY . Thus, for
every atom z ∈ AZ , there is enh(z) ∈ AY which is above it according to the preorder ≥.
Since Y is an upper bound of AY , we have
Y ⊇ enh(z) ≥ z. (2.32)




In order to make the enhancement ordering the unique extension of a preorder among
the atoms, one would have to further assume that the implication⋃
Y ≥ z =⇒ ∃Y ∈ Y : Y ≥ z (2.33)
holds for all z ∈ Atoms(X) and all subsets Y of Atoms(X). This is automatically satisfied
if we replace atoms by completely join prime elements and atomistic lattices by strongly
coherent ones, in which case (2.31) is therefore an equivalence.
The enhancement preorder can be equivalently expressed in terms of the downward
closure operator.
Lemma 2.23. Let Y, Z be two subsets of a preordered set (X,). Then we have
Y enh Z ⇐⇒ ↓(Y ) ⊇ ↓(Z) (2.34)
where the action of ↓ is given as in (2.15).
Proof. If Y enh Z holds, then there is an enhancement enh : Z → Y . Denoting its image
within Y by enh(Z), we have













⊇ Z follows from the definition of an enhancement.
Conversely, if ↓(Y ) ⊇ ↓(Z) holds, then we have ↓(Y ) ⊇ Z. That is, for every z ∈ Z,
there exists some yz ∈ Y such that yz  z. Thus, the function given by z 7→ yz is an
enhancement of type Z → Y .
Corollary 2.24. The map ↓ : (P(X),enh)→ (P(X),⊇) is an isotone.
Degradation preorder.
On the other hand, we could also say that Y should be above Z, denoted by Y deg Z, if
every element of Y lies above an element of Z. Then we would have that {y1, y2} is above
{z1, z2, z3}, but not above {z3, z4} in diagram (2.26).
Definition 2.25. Let (X,≥) be a preordered set with two subsets Y, Z. A function
deg : Y → Z is termed a degradation if we have
y ≥ deg(y) ∀ y ∈ Y. (2.36)
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Definition 2.26. Given a preordered set (X,), define the degradation preorder deg
on P(X) by
Y deg Z :⇐⇒ there exists a degradation Y → Z. (2.37)
whenever Y is non-empty and
∅ deg Z (2.38)
for all Z ∈ P(X).
In other words, the enhancement and degradation can be also expressed explicitly as
follows.
Y enh Z ⇐⇒ ∀ z ∈ Z, ∃ y ∈ Y such that y  z
Y deg Z ⇐⇒ ∀ y ∈ Y , ∃ z ∈ Z such that y  z
(2.39)
It is easy to see that (P(X),⊇) equipped with deg is a preordered suplattice.
However, degradation ordering does not necessarily have a meaningful resource-theoretic
interpretation and does not yield a preorder-extended suplattice. Therefore, we do not
think of it as expressing that Y is more valuable than Z, even though such an interpretation
may be viable in specific contexts, one of which is as follows.
Imagine that Alice and Bob play the following game. Alice has to choose a set of
resources Y ⊆ X, while Bob receives a resource x ∈ X from the referee. If Bob can
recover an element of Y from x (for free), he wins. Otherwise, Alice wins. The relation
Y deg Z means that Y is not worse than Z from Alice’s point of view, for any distribution
of referee’s choices.
Whatever the interpretation, the preordered set (P(X),deg) will be useful when we
study resource monotones in chapter 4. One way to understand it is via a dual version of
lemma 2.23.
Lemma 2.27. Let Y, Z be two subsets of a preordered set (R,). Then we have
Y deg Z ⇐⇒ ↑(Y ) ⊆ ↑(Z) (2.40)
where the action of ↑ is given as in (2.15).
Proof. If Y deg Z holds, then there is a degradation deg : Y → Z. Denoting its image















⊇ Y follows from the definition of a degradation.
Conversely, if ↑(Y ) ⊆ ↑(Z) holds, then we also have Y ⊆ ↑(Z). That is, for every
y ∈ Y , there exists some zy ∈ Z such that y  zy. Thus, the function given by y 7→ zy is a
degradation of type Y → Z.
Corollary 2.28. The map ↑ : (P(X),deg)→ (P(X),⊆)6 is an isotone.
Isotones for enhancement and degradation preorders.
Another way to get some intuition about the enhancement and degradation preorders is
to look at their form when constructed from total orders.
Example 2.29. Specifically, the enhancement preorder for sets of extended real numbers
is given by the comparison of their suprema. That is, for Y, Z ∈ P(R) we have
Y ≥enh Z ⇐⇒ supY ≥ supZ. (2.42)
On the other hand, the degradation preorder is given by infima. In this case, both ≥enh
and ≥deg are thus total preorders.


















Lemma 2.30. Given a partial isotone f : (X,)→ (W,≥) with upward closed domain of
definition A ∈ UC(X), the function f∗ : P(X) → P(W ) that maps each Y to its image
under f is an isotone with respect to the corresponding enhancement preorders.
Proof. Consider Y, Z ∈ P(X) and an enhancement enh : Z → Y . If f∗(Z) is non-empty,
we can construct an enhancement f∗(Z) → f∗(Y ) as follows. Given w ∈ f∗(Z), pick an
arbitrary element z ∈ Z such that f(z) = w holds. Since z is in the upset A, f is also
defined for its enhancement so that we can let the image of w be f(enh(z)) ∈ f∗(Y ). Since





≥ f(z) = r. (2.44)
Thus, any such function is an enhancement and we conclude that Y enh Z implies
f∗(Y ) ≥enh f∗(Z).
6Note the opposite direction of the ordering in the codomain relative to prior occurences. If we were to
keep the convention from earlier, we would instead say that ↑ is an antitone—an order-reversing function.
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Lemma 2.31. Given a partial isotone h : (X,)→ (W,≥) with downward closed domain
of definition A ∈ DC(X), the function h∗ : P(X) → P(W ) is an isotone with respect to
the corresponding degradation preorders.
Proof. The proof is analogous to that of lemma 2.30; replacing enh with a degradation
deg : Y → Z yields a degradation h∗(Y )→ h∗(Z).
Corollary 2.32. Given partial monotones f, h : (X,) → (R,≥) defined on upward
(downward) closed subsets of X respectively, the two maps

















In the case of a trivial preorder on X, under which any two distinct elements are
incomparable, the corresponding enhancement and degradation preorders are just ⊇ and
⊆ respectively. Moreover, every subset of X is both a downset and an upset. Thus, we get
the following special case.
Corollary 2.33. Given a partial function f : X → R, the two maps


















Preordered lattices or analogous structures may suffice for studying the ordering of
resources and their disjunctions. However, when we are interested in studying how the
resource order arises as a convertibility relation via free transformations, we need an
additional piece of structure. It is especially relevant if we care about how transformations
can be constructed from elementary building blocks. At the most rudimentary level, it can
come in the form of a binary operation that represents the composition of transformations.
This leads to the notion of a quantale—a suplattice with a monoid operation.
Definition 2.34. A quantale (Q,
∨





,⊥) is a suplattice,
(ii) (Q, ?, 1) is a monoid, and
(iii)
∨













(T ? S) (2.47)
If (Q, ?, 1) is a commutative monoid, we say that Q is a commutative quantale.
Commonly, quantales as defined above are referred to as unital quantales. Since
we exclusively work with quantales that have a unit, we drop the adjective throughout.
Choosing S in (2.47) to be {U, V } and ∅ respectively lets one derive
U ⊇ V =⇒ U ? T ⊇ V ? T and T ?⊥ = ⊥. (2.48)
That is, ? preserves the lattice ordering (in both arguments) and ⊥ is an ideal element
(see definition 2.49). Rather than listing all the basic consequences of definition 2.34, we
refer the reader to [96, 33], and focus on the concepts and properties that are relevant for
our purposes.
There are many examples of quantales that have nothing to do with resource theories,
an extensive overview can be found in [96] for example. The most basic class of examples
relevant to us are quantales associated to a set of transformations that can be composed,
so as to form a monoid.
Example 2.35. For every monoid (Q, ·, 1), there is the corresponding free quantale
(P(Q),
∨
, ∅, ·, 1) where the monoid operation · is extended to the power set by requiring
that unions distribute over it. That is, for S, T ∈ P(Q), we define
S · T :=
∨
s,t
s · t (2.49)
where s and t range over S and T respectively. We also have a version of lemma 2.13,
which says that every uniquely atomistic quantale is isomorphic to the free quantale of
some monoid.
A similar construction can be used if there are multiple ways to compose transforma-
tions.
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Example 2.36. Given a family of semigroups7 (Q, ·i), we can construct a corresponding
(non-unital) quantale (P(Q),
∨
, ∅, ?) with composition defined by
S ? T :=
∨
i
S ·i T =
∨
i,s,z
s ·i t. (2.50)
If there is a subset 1 ⊆ Q such that
1 ? S = S = S ? 1 (2.51)
holds for all S ⊆ Q, then we get a (unital) quantale as well with unit given by 1.
Indeed the semigroups could even be partial, meaning that the operation ·i need not be
always defined. Given s, t ∈ Q for which s ·i t is undefined, the corresponding composition
s ·i t in the power set quantale yields the empty set.
Example 2.37. It is now easy to recognize that every small category can be likewise
associated with a quantale whose underlying set is the power set of all morphisms. In
particular, every such category is a partial semigroup whose operation is the morphism
composition. The unit of this quatale is just the collection of all identity morphisms.
Of course, this is often not the most convenient way to describe the data of a category,
since the information about types of morphisms is now implicit rather than explicit. See
chapter 6 for a discussion of ways to introduce types for quantales.
Since process theories are themselves small categories, we can view them also as
quantales via example 2.37. However, this perspective completely misses most of the
ways in which processes can be composed. The question of which notions of composition
should be allowed when specifying ? depends on the particular situation being modelled
and constitutes part of the data identifying a resource theory.
Example 2.38. For instance, we may choose ? to incorporate both parallel and sequential
compositions in a process theory. Given two processes s and t, we can think of their
composition s ? t as the collection of all diagrams obtained by admissible8 ways of
contracting the outputs of t with inputs of s. For example, given a process t with two
7A semigroup is a monoid that is not required to have a unit element.
8The valid ways of plugging wires are restricted by wire types (see section 2.1), we presume that all the
types match in our examples.
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outputs and a process s with one input, we may depict the composition s ? t (suppressing
the fact that each diagram is in fact a singleton set of diagrams) as follows:







Here, we presume that the input of s and the two outputs of t have matching types, while
the other wires are of arbitrary type. Note that the collection on the right-hand side of
(2.52) includes, as one of its elements, the diagram consisting of s and t with no contraction
between them—the parallel composition. The other elements then depend on the specifics
of the processes involved. They can be decomposed into the “elementary” parallel and








but this decomposition is not unique.
The quantale unit, in this case, includes only one element—the empty diagram. One can
think of (s, t) as a pair of “unplaced” processes and the operation given by ? : (s, t) 7→ s ? t












A similar idea has been presented in [67] in the context of composing communication
channels between parties. One can readily extend the construction illustrated in (2.54)
which allows one to construct s ? t to an arbitrary number of processes to be composed.
In particular, this perspective makes it clear that such an operation is associative.
At first sight, allowing to plug any outputs into any inputs as long as the types match
appears to sidestep any causal considerations that one may want to impose. However,
causal constraints can be incorporated too. One way to do so is to have richer types that
incorporate causal constraints. In particular, given any causal structure represented by a
directed acyclic graph, one can use the framework of [65] to build a corresponding type of
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processes that captures those processes that are compatible with the given causal structure
(see section 6.2 therein).
A related, albeit distinct, approach would be to supplement processes with information
specifying causal relations in the form of routed circuits in the sense of [127] or causal
channels in the sense of [58, section 4.1]. We expect that the latter especially can lead to
a fruitful investigation of resource theories with causal constraints in very general terms.
Definition 2.39. An element Q of a quantale is called
 transitive if it satisfies Q ⊇ Q ? Q,
 reflexive if Q ⊇ 1 holds.
Note that if Q is both reflexive and transitive, then it is also idempotent, i.e. Q equals
Q ? Q.
Definition 2.40. Given quantales T and Q, a function f : T → Q is a quantale
homomorphism if it is a homomorphism of their suplattices, maps the unit of T to
the unit of Q, and satisfies
f(S ? T ) = f(S) ? f(T ) (2.55)
for all S, T ∈ T.
We now describe the standard notions of subobjects and quotients. In the literature
on quantales, and more broadly lattice theory, certain types of (co)closure operators called
(co)nuclei are commonly employed to describe these [96, section 3]. However, since we will
not need nuclei otherwise, we opt for an alternative presentation.
Definition 2.41. A subquantale is a quantale homomorphism i : T → Q which is
injective as a function of the underlying sets. In this case, we also often speak of T
as a subquantale of Q.
Definition 2.42. An equivalence relation ∼ on a quantale Q is a quantale congruence
if it satisfies the following implications:
S1 ∼ S2 =⇒ S1 ? T ∼ S2 ? T
T1 ∼ T2 =⇒ S ? T1 ∼ S ? T2









Equivalence classes [S] with respect to a congruence form a quantale themselves, which
is the quotient quantale (Q ∼,&, [⊥], •, [1]) with suprema and composition given by
[S] & [T ] := [S ∨ T ]
[S] • [T ] := [S ? T ],
(2.57)
from which one can infer the lattice ordering to be
[S] ≥ [T ] ⇐⇒ S ∨ T ∼ S. (2.58)
Every quotient quantale comes with the quotient projection Q → Q ∼ which is a surjective
homomorphism. Conversely, the image of any homomorphism can be identified with a
quotient of its domain with respect to the congruence identifying its fibers.
In the context of commutative quantales, every element induces a congruence and thus
a corresponding quotient.
Definition 2.43. Given an element F of a commutative quantale Q, F -augmentation
is the map AugF : Q → Q given by
S 7→ F ? S (2.59)
One can easily check that the relation
S ∼F T ⇐⇒ F ? S = F ? T. (2.60)
is a congruence. Thus, even though AugF : Q → Q is not guaranteed to be a homomorphism
(unless F is idempotent for example), the projection πF : Q → Q ∼F is. For non-
commutative quantales, left and right augmentations have to be distinguished and their
fibres do not correspond to congruences in general.
2.6 Quantale Modules
Note that for any suplattice X, the set End(X) of all suplattice homomorphisms X →X
is a quantale. In particular, the suprema are given pointwise: For any f, g ∈ End(X) and
any Y ∈X we let
(f ∪ g)(Y ) := f(Y ) ∪ g(Y ). (2.61)
The quantale composition is just the sequential composition of functions.
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A subquantale Q ↪→ End(X) can be then thought of specifying the transitions
between elements of X. In this case, elements of Q (which are eventually interpreted
as resource transformations) are given in terms of the transitions they induce. More
generally, we can consider them as independent entities and related to transitions via a
quantale homomorphism Q → End(X). Such a structure corresponds to a general notion
of a transition system [2] and can be equivalently described as a quantale module [33,
Proposition 3.1.3].
Definition 2.44. A quantale module (Q,X, .) consists of a quantale (Q,
∨
,⊥, ?, 1), a
suplattice (X,
⋃
,⊥), and an action . : Q ×X →X that satisfies














(S . Y ), (2.62c)
1 . Y = Y (2.62d)
for all S, T ∈ Q and all Y ∈X.
Apart from the books on quantales mentioned in section 2.5, one can find a concise
introduction to quantale modules in [2, 98].
Whenever it is sufficient to keep the relevant structure implicit, we refer to X itself as
a Q-module. Just like for quantale compositions, every action . necessarily has to preserve
the lattice orderings of both Q and X. Furthermore, we also have
⊥ . Y = ⊥ S .⊥ = ⊥ (2.63)
for all S ∈ Q and all Y ∈X.
Definition 2.45. A suplattice homomorphism f : Y → X is a homomorphism of Q-
modules if it satisfies
f(Q . Y ) = Q . f(Y ) (2.64)
for all Q ∈ Q and all Y ∈ Y.
Example 2.46. Note that any quantale defines a Q-module (Q,Q, ?) by action on itself
via composition. Moreover, for any quantale homomorphism ` : T → Q, there is a quantale
module (T,Q, ?`) with the action given for any T ∈ T and Q ∈ Q by
T ?` Q := `(T ) ? Q. (2.65)
In particular T may be a subquantale of Q.
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The above procedure is known as restriction of scalars in module theory. As usual, such
an ` can be used to associate a T-module to any Q-module in a similar fashion.
Definition 2.47. Consider two quantale modules (T,Y,I) and (Q,X, .). A quantale
module homomorphism is a pair of a quantale homomorphism ` : T → Q and a





= `(T ) . f(Y ) (2.66)
for all T ∈ T and all Y ∈ Y. In other words, the diagram
Q ×Y Q ×X


















⊆ `(T ) . f(Y ) (2.68)
respectively. In both of these weakenings, it makes sense to also consider the quantale
homomorphism ` to be lax (or oplax), such that only
`(S ? T ) ⊇ `(S) ? `(T ) or `(S ? T ) ⊆ `(S) ? `(T ) (2.69)
is required to hold, as opposed to equation (2.55).
Example 2.48. Just like every monoid has an associated power set quantale, given a
monoid (Q, ·, 1) acting on a set X via an action . : Q×X → X, we get a quantale module
(P(Q),P(X), .). In particular, the action is extended to sets by compatibility with unions:
S . Y :=
⋃
s,y
s . y (2.70)
for any S ∈ P(Q) and any Y ∈ P(X).
Definition 2.49. Let F be an element of a quantale Q. An element X of a Q-module is
said to be F -ideal if it satisfies F . X ⊆ X. If S . X ⊆ X holds for all S ∈ Q, then we
say that X is an ideal element.
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If > denotes the top element of Q, the condition that X be ideal is equivalent to
> . X = X, (2.71)
since > ⊇ 1 implies >.X ⊇ X for an arbitrary X ∈X. Thus, ideal elements are the same
as >-ideal ones. The reason for calling these ideal elements is that they are in bijective
correspondence with ideals of the Q-module [99].
Given a Q-module X, we can define preorders on the suplattice that describe transitions
between elements of X with respect to elements of Q closed under composition in the
following sense.
Definition 2.50. Consider a Q-module X and a reflexive, transitive F ∈ Q. The F -
reachability preorder F on X is defined by
Y F Z :⇐⇒ F . Y ⊇ Z. (2.72)
Every such F corresponds to a subquantale 〈⊥, F 〉 of Q which consists of all S ∈ Q
satisfying
F ⊇ S ⊇ ⊥. (2.73)
Therefore, we can view the F -reachability preorder in the 〈⊥, F 〉-module X as defined via
Y F Z ⇐⇒ > . Y ⊇ Z
⇐⇒ ∃S ∈ 〈⊥, F 〉 : S . Y ⊇ Z.
(2.74)
where the top element of 〈⊥, F 〉 is just F of course. However, since we are interested in
studying distinct reachability preorders of a (potentially) fixed Q-module, definition 2.50
is the more relevant way to think of these order relations.
Lemma 2.51. The F -reachability preorder of a Q-module X is an extension of its lattice
ordering ⊇.
Proof. First of all, let us check that is indeed a preorder as the name suggests. Reflexivity
of the order follows from reflexivity of F via the fact that . preserves the lattice ordering
of Q. For transitivity, assume both X F Y and Y F Z hold. Then we have
F . X ⊇ (F ? F ) . X = F . (F . X) ⊇ F . Y ⊇ Z (2.75)
as required.
42
The fact that X forms a preorder-extended suplattice follows directly from (2.72).
Indeed, if Y ⊇ Z holds, then
F . Y ⊇ Y ⊇ Z (2.76)
does as well since since F is reflexive as wer already established. Furthermore, if we have
F .X ⊇ Z for all Z in some subset Z of X, then F .X is an upper bound of Z and thus
satisfies
F . X ⊇
⋃
Z. (2.77)
Lemma 2.52. Let X be an atomistic Q-module. Let F be a reflexive, transitive element
of Q and denote by enh the enhancement preorder on X constructed from the restriction
of the F -reachability preorder to the atoms of X. Then we have
Y enh Z ⇐⇒ Y F Z (2.78)
for all Y, Z ∈X.
Proof. By lemma 2.23, it suffices to show that
↓F (Y ) ⊇ ↓F (Z) ⇐⇒ Y F Z (2.79)
holds, where ↓F is the downward closure operator defined as






F . y (2.80)
for any choice of a set AY of atoms whose supremum is Y . Since the rightmost expression
in (2.80) equals F . Y , we can rewrite the desired equivalence (2.79) as
F . Y ⊇ F . Z ⇐⇒ F . Y ⊇ Z. (2.81)
The forward implication is ensured by F ⊇ 1, while the converse can be derived by applying
another F to F . Y ⊇ Z and observing that
F . (F . Y ) = (F ? F ) . Y = F . Y (2.82)
holds thanks to the idempotence of F .
We now describe quotient quantale modules, once again in terms of congruences rather
than closure operators.
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Definition 2.53. Consider a Q-module X. An equivalence relation ∼ on X is a Q-module
congruence if it satisfies the following implications:
X1 ∼ X2 =⇒ Q . X1 ∼ Q . X2








Equivalence classes [X] with respect to a congruence form a Q-module themselves,
which is the quotient Q-module X ∼ with suprema and composition given by
[X] ∪ [Y ] := [X ∪ Y ]
Q . [X] := [Q . X].
(2.84)
Every quotient quantale comes with the quotient projection X → X ∼ which is a
surjective Q-module homomorphism.
More generally, we can have a quantale congruence on Q in conjunction with a Q-
module congruence on X. If the former satisfies
S ∼ T =⇒ S . X ∼ T . X (2.85)
for all S, T ∈ Q and all X ∈ X, then the pair forms a quantale module congruence.
As one would expect, we can then form the quotient quantale module (Q ∼,X ∼, .) with
[Q] . [X] := [Q . X]. (2.86)
Just like for quantales, we can define augmentation for quantale modules too.
Definition 2.54. Given a quantale Q and a subset Z thereof, we define the centralizer




∣∣ Q ? Z = Z ? Q for all Z ∈ Z }. (2.87)
One can observe that every centralizer is a subquantale of the original quantale, since
it contains ⊥ and 1 and it is closed under ? as well as suprema.
Definition 2.55. Let X be a Q-module and F an element of Q. F -augmentation of X
is the CQ(F )-module AugF (X) given by its underlying set
AugF (X) := {F . X | X ∈X } (2.88)
and all structure inherited from the original module.
Once again, the relation
Y ∼F Z ⇐⇒ F . Y = F . Z. (2.89)




3.1 The Big Picture
In this chapter, we return to the topic of resource theories. Gradually, we solidify connec-
tions between resource-theoretic concepts and the mathematical structures introduced in
chapter 2 and provide the relevant interpretation and motivation.
Overview of the chapter.
In section 3.2, we use commutative quantales to describe universally combinable resource
theories. They correspond to situations in which there is no need for a conceptual
distinction between resources and transformations. The term “universally combinable
resource theories” originates in [22], where the universal combination refers to the idea that
processes can be composed arbitrarily. Such unconstrained composition defines a particular
commutative quantale (see example 3.3 for more details). This set-up mimics the approach
of [37] in terms of ordered commutative monoids and generalizes the framework used in
[44].
We also discuss the appropriate notion of the ordering of resources in section 3.2.2.
The following section then introduces ways in which a new set of free resources can
be constructed from others. For instance, LOCC processes in a resource theory of
entanglement can be viewed as a conjunction of local operations (LO) and classical
communication (CC). Section 3.2.4 then describes a way to model conversions between
resources with the help of catalysts. We can think of catalysts as tools which do not
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degrade throughout their use. A toy example to keep in mind is that of an axe which can
be used to convert stored energy and a source of unprocessed wood into processed wood
and which is (to a good approximation) returned in its original state after use.
Later, in section 3.3, we discuss the general framework of resource theories in terms of
quantale modules. In this context, there is a conceptual distinction between resources and
transformations. The fact that the composition of transformations here is not required to
be commutative allows for many more examples as compared to universally combinable
resource theories. In section 3.3.2, we provide several ways to turn a partitioned process
theory [22] into a resource theory in our sense. We formalize the notion of a resource theory
of asymmetry in the present context in section 3.3.4. Quantum resources of asymmetry
have been studied extensively in many works previously [85, 86, 87, 46]. However, as we
show in section 4.3.4 for instance, there are methods for studying resources of asymmetry
that generalize beyond the context of quantum theory. Finally, section 3.3.5 introduces
a notion of morphisms that can be used to relate different resource theories. We provide
examples of these for resource theories of asymmetry therein, but further examples of other
morphisms appear in sections 4.3.4 and 5.4.
Even though both of the frameworks use quantales to describe ways in which resources
(or their transformations) may be combined, the commutativity of the quantale operation
 underlying a universally combinable resource theory means that its interpretation is
typically different from the quantale operation ? of resource transformations in the quantale
module framework. In particular, if the combination of a resource r with a resource s, rs
coincides with the swapped version s  r (which we assume in a universally combinable
resource theory), then the object r  s carries no information about the sequential (or
temporal) order in which r and s are used. Therefore, universally combinable resource
theories are suitable if we do not need to model such sequential information explicitly
via the quantale operation. Indeed, we may wish to allow that the set of possible
transformations afforded by using a resource transformation t before transformation u
is different from their combined use in reverse order. In this case, the framework of general
quantale modules is the more suitable one.
Other general constructions in the context of these abstract frameworks, such as
ones of resource theories with a convex structure (section 4.3.6) or resource theories of
distinguishability (section 4.3.3) are only introduced once they are needed for our discussion
of resource measures. Let us begin with a more detailed description of two resource theories
we mentioned already, one of which describes resources of states out of equilibrium [60]
and the other is about resources of quantum entanglement.
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Examples of resource theories.
Example 3.1 (resource theory of athermality). There are multiple resource theories within
which thermodynamic phenomena can be studied. This is a common feature of resource
theories and it highlights the fact that the same concept can attain distinct meaning
depending on the context. The choice of a resource theory, and in particular of the free
transformations, is a specification of the context relative to which any conclusions about the
values of thermodynamic resources are made (see also our discussion in the Introduction).
Moreover, by identifying and justifying a particular choice of free transformations, one has
to elucidate some of the assumptions being made.
Here, we describe a resource theory of athermality with respect to a fixed background
temperature, see [79] for an extensive discussion of the motivations, limitations and
alternatives. The objects of study are states of quantum systems, and we generally do not
assume that they are close to equilibrium or be well-approximated by the ‘thermodynamic
limit’. Thus, we would only expect the standard notions of statistical mechanics to arise
in the domain of manipulations of composite systems with a large number of constituents.
The crucial feature of systems is that they come equipped with a Hamiltonian H which
specifies their time evolution in isolation. When in equilibrium with a heat bath identified
with inverse temperature β, each system occupies the thermal state e−βH/Z, where Z is
the partition function.
The free manipulations (called thermal operations) include arbitrary unitary maps that
commute with the Hamiltonian. Additionally, we assume that the agent can discard and
bring in any system, as long as the latter is initialized in its thermal state. In this context,
the ability of the agent to extract work can be modelled in terms of the conversions allowed
by thermal operations. For example, the accounting of energetic balance can be described
by the energy eigenstates of a simple ‘battery’ system. The conversion
ρ⊗ |E0〉〈E0|  σ ⊗ |E1〉〈E1| (3.1)
models the fact that we can extract E1 − E0 of useful work by converting ρ to σ.
Example 3.2 (resource theory of entanglement). When thinking of entangled states of
quantum systems as resources, we may consider tasks such as quantum teleportation [9],
superdense coding [11], and others. For instance, the teleportation protocol asserts that it
is possible to convert a quantum state maximally entangled between two parties, Alice and
Bob, to a single use of a quantum channel between them. The statement is made non-trivial
by requiring that the manipulations allowed exclude any quantum communication between
the parties—they can only send classical information. That is, the free transformations
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(called LOCC operations) can be generated by arbitrary local quantum processing and
arbitrary classical communications.
We can think of other choices of free transformations that give rise to resource theories
of distributed aspects of bipartite quantum states, such as
(i) local operations (LO) with no causal relationship between Alice and Bob in the past
or present,
(ii) local operations with shared randomness (LOSR), which allow for a classically
correlated pair of systems to be supplied to Alice and Bob [103],
(iii) separable operations [128], which form a strict superset of LOCC, but are in many
ways easier to characterize.
Nevertheless, the resource-theoretic framework places a non-trivial restriction on what the
free transformations could be, even prior to considerations of what aspect we aim to capture
with the specific choice. For example, the following sets of operations do not constitute
valid candidates for a resource theory of quantum entanglement:
(i) local operations with a single round of two-way classical communication between
Alice and Bob,
(ii) operations that preserve the set of separable states of their input system.
This is because we expect each free transformation to be available in unlimited amount,
in accordance with the interpretation that they have “zero cost”. In the first case,
multiple rounds of communication lead to a wider class of transformations with greater
convertibility power—thus these are not closed under composition. In the second case,
separable-preserving operations are not closed under conjunction with identity channels.
That is, given a separable-preserving operation, such as the swapping of Alice’s and Bob’s
systems, its tensor product with an identity channel on another bipartite system is not
separable-preserving. This fact can be observed diagrammatically via
7→
Alice Bob Alice BobAlice Bob
: (3.2)
where the ‘cups’ represent maximally entangled states Ψ. That is, starting with a product
state Ψ⊗Ψ, we end up with a maximally entangled state on the right.
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Two types of abstract resource theories.
Broadly speaking, we can identify two approaches in the pursuit to formalize the idea of a
resource theory. Of course, to answer concrete questions, more structure is usually afforded
than what we outline below, but this minimal description suffices to draw the distinction.
One of the approaches postulates the existence of objects (the resources) which are to be
manipulated. The manipulation of resources is described by a class of free transformations,
usually as a strict subset of all conceivable transformations. In this sense, it is closer to
the framework of quantale modules (see section 3.3.1) among the two we present here.
Choosing such free transformations is the crucial step in identifying a specific resource
theory. Their interpretation can be manifold. Usually, free transformations are thought to
be either
(i) abundant in their occurence, such as in the case of a resource theory modelling
“natural” or “spontaneous” processes with no agents interested in engineering a
specific outcome (for instance, in a resource theory modelling the potential emergence
of life in Earth’s early oceans, one may deem transformations that describe the use
of abundant molecules to be free);
(ii) cheap or easy to implement, such as in the case of a resource theory modelling the
capabilities of concrete agents (for instance, in a resource theory of computational
complexity, one may deem computations that can be done in polynomially increasing
time in terms of the problem size to be free);
(iii) implementable with limited information, such as in the case of agents with restriction
on their knowledge (for instance, in a resource theory of distinguishability described
in section 4.3.3, a transformation is free only if it can be implemented with no
information about the hypotheses that are to be distinguished);
(iv) constructible from a basic set of generators, such as in the case of agents granted
access to elementary operations (for instance, in a resource theory of quantum
athermality, one may allow the use of thermal states, unitaries that commute with
the Hamiltonian and discarding systems to be the set of generators, from which more
general free operations can be built),1
(v) consistent with a physical principle, such as in the case of a resource theory describing
fundamental limitations (for instance, in a resource theory of nonclassical correlations
1Even though the problem of convertibility by free operations generated from an elementary set is
undecidable even in the context of resource theories of quantum states [102], this presentation often offers
a useful perspective on free transformations.
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described in example 4.12, any transformation that is compatible with the presumed
causal structure is deemed to be free);
or a combination thereof. In some circumstances, we can find multiple justifications for
the same set of free transformations. However, the different explanatory avenues often
do lead to different resource theories with inequivalent content. The resource-theoretic
point of view thus helps us crystallize our understanding of the phenomena by exposing
the explanatory mechanism.
Having identified the free operations, one may be interested in learning about how
resources can be manipulated by the free operations. The basic questions ask whether it
is possible to convert one resource to another and, if so, how. These correspond to the
problem of characterizing the convertibility preorder among the resources and building
protocols for specific types of conversion. Modern investigations of resource theories in
quantum information science [20] tend to be of this kind. At the level of frameworks, one
could include resource theories of states [22, section 3.2] or of parallel combinable processes
[22, section 3.3] in the context of process theories here.
The other approach abstracts away the free operations and postulates the existence
of resources equipped with an order relation that contains the information about their
convertibility. Some structure describing how resources can be combined is usually given
as well. In this sense, it is closer to the framework of universally combinable resource
theories (see section 3.2) among the two we present here. However, universally combinable
resource theories do not quite fit into either of the two approaches described here.
With this often more abstract setup, it is easier to investigate more intricate
and generalizable features of the resource preorder. For example, one can study the
convertibility between many copies of resources or convertibility in the presence of catalysts
[37, 39] in fairly general terms. Sometimes, it is helpful to view such ordered sets as
{true, false}-enriched categories [22, definition 4.1].2 If the mere “possible/impossible”
distinction is insufficient, one can change the base of the enrichment to include more
intricate information about the conversions. In [82], this idea is explored to frame
resource theories in the context of categories enriched over a commutative quantale, which
specifies possibly more intricate information about the relationship between resources.
Alternatively, this approach allows one to define general concepts, postulate additional
axioms and derive their consequences purely in terms of (im)possibility, as constructor
theory does [29].
2See also example 3.12 for a related point of view.
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Aims of our work.
Our goal is to give a framework that does not necessarily take one approach or the other.
Instead, it should (eventually) have enough expressive power and generality to be able to
strengthen the connection between them. Indeed, even though we mention above that the
quantale module framework is closely tied to the first approach, it can also express many
instances of the latter one (cf. example 3.12). This guiding idea connects to one of the
primary aims of the work, which is to build a framework within which methods and results
from specific resource theories can be generalized and tied together. By doing so, they may
find new applications and form bridges between seemingly disparate domains of inquiry
with potentially distinct languages and terminology.
One could, and many people certainly do, pursue similar avenues outside of the domain
of resource theories. However, we think that resource theories are particularly suited due
to their proven record as a methodological tool for consolidating knowledge. The most
notable example is the resource theory of quantum entanglement [57], but there are many
others too. Additionally, questions that arise at the heart of resource theories are, when
abstracted, abundant and appear in many different contexts. One manifestation of this
fact is the wide range of interpretations of free operations as listed above.
A secondary goal of the framework is to allow a more systematic study of relationships
between different resource theories. Apart from aiding in the translation of methods as
alluded to, this could also facilitate the study of
 trade-offs between different kinds of resources and
 consequences of and interactions between physical principles
among other potential applications.
3.2 Universally Combinable Resource Theories
3.2.1 The Intuition
Let us turn to a concrete description of the desired features of “universally combinable
resource theories”, described briefly in the Introduction. These provide one example of a
class of resource theories that the framework introduced in section 3.3 can accommodate.
First of all, a resource theory should describe a collection R of resources—the objects
of study. Secondly, it should describe a way of combining these, which we model by
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an associative, binary3 operation . The idea of a resource theory which is universally
combinable is that there is no restriction on how resources may be used, besides ones
arising directly from the nature of the resources. For example, given two resources r
and s, combining them into r  s should allow one to use s prior to r just as well as
in the opposite arrangement. Therefore,  is assumed to be commutative. Finally, a
universally combinable resource theory should incorporate a structure that specifies which
conversions between the resources are possible and under what conditions. This is achieved
by specifying a subset Rfree of resources deemed to be free.
Generically, processes can be wired together in multiple ways. To capture this feature,
the object r  s describing the combination of resources r and s is not another resource,
but rather a set of resources, each providing a particular way of combining r and s. We
can thus view r  s as an element of P(R), the power set of R, which is a suplattice (see
definition 2.10) with the supremum operation being the union of sets.
The interpretation of r s relative to the individual resources r and s is that an agent
has access to both r and s (and they can be combined in various ways). On the other hand,
the union of {r} and {s}, i.e. the set {r, s} ∈ P(R), represents an agent having access to
either resource r or resource s, but not both simultaneously. Because of this interpretation,
we require that the  operation distributes over unions, just like conjunction distributes
over disjunction. That is, for any two sets of resources S, T ∈ P(R), we have




where s  t is a shorthand notation for {s}  {t}. Equation (3.3) expresses that agent’s
choices of a resource from S and of a resource from T are independent of each other. For
example, if both S and T had three elements each, then the union on the right-hand side
ranges over nine possible choices of pairs of resources to be combined. Conceptually, it is
important to distinguish this interpretation from collections of resources that correspond
to counterfactual possibilities of what the ‘actual’ resource is. The latter is explored in
resource theories of knowledge [28] where the possibilities are thought to represent an
agent’s lack of knowledge about the resource; and in resource theories of distinguishability
(section 4.3.3) where they represent distinct hypotheses about an unknown variable.
Furthermore, we assume that there is a neutral set of resources denoted by 1 ∈ P(R)
that satisfies
1 S = S = S  1 (3.4)
3The use of a binary operation in this context is merely of formal convenience. Conceptually, the notion
of composition of n resources that we have in mind is having access to all of them and having the ability
to combine them in various ways.
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for all S ∈ P(R). We may interpret the neutral set as consisting of resources that can only
be used for trivial conversions.
Notice that the neutral set differs significantly from the empty set ∅ ∈ P(R), which
satisfies
∅ S = ∅ = S  ∅ (3.5)
and which is the bottom element of the suplattice P(R) ordered by set inclusion. If we have
rs = ∅, the interpretation is that the resources r and s are mutually incompatible—there
is no way to combine them. For example, in the context of deterministic computation, if
r and s denote mutually exclusive states of a single register, then they cannot coexist and
therefore they cannot be combined. On the other hand, if r  s ⊆ 1 holds, we would say
that any way to combine r and s produces a resource in the neutral set, thus effectively
discarding them.
Altogether, we get a commutative monoid (P(R),, 1) with a monoid operation 
that distributes over unions. In other words, it is a uniquely atomistic and commutative
quantale (see section 2.5).
When defining a resource theory, we also identify a distinguished subset of resources,
denoted by Rfree. These resources are free in the sense that one can access them in unlimited
supply, whence we impose that combining free resources cannot yield a non-free resource.
That is, we require Rfree  Rfree ⊆ Rfree. Since we also impose that the neutral set of
resources is free, i.e. 1 ⊆ Rfree, we can express this condition equivalently as
Rfree Rfree = Rfree. (3.6)
In summary, we identify a concrete universally combinable resource theory as a uniquely
atomistic, commutative quantale P(R) equipped with a reflexive, idempotent element
Rfree. Note that P(Rfree) is a subquantale of P(R). The quantale P(R) of all resources is
commonly referred to as the “enveloping theory”, which may be shared by multiple resource
theories identified by distinct choices of the subquantale P(Rfree) of free resources—the
“free subtheory”.
More generally, a universally combinable resource theory is a commutative
quantale R equipped with a reflexive, idempotent element Rfree. Including lattices that
are not uniquely atomistic in the definitions allows for a broader class of examples, many
of which arise as quotients (see sections 3.2.2, 3.2.4 and 3.3.3). By the construction as
in example 2.46, every universally combinable resource theory defines a quantale module
(Rfree,R,) where Rfree is the interval 〈⊥, Rfree〉 within R. Of course, if R is uniquely
atomistic and thus a power set lattice, then Rfree is isomorphic to P(Rfree).
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One might think that it would be worth considering free resources that correspond to
more general subquantales than intervals of the form 〈⊥, Rfree〉 for some Rfree. However,
because of their interpretation, for any S ∈ Rfree we require that all elements of R below
it are also free. In the concrete case, this is very clear: If a set of individual resources is
free, then every subset thereof should likewise be free.
Our go-to examples of universally combinable resource theories arise from process
theories. There,  can be interpreted as mapping a pair of processes to an object that
captures all the ways in which the two could be composed. Making this idea more precise
is not trivial; we merely sketch the intuition here.
In example 2.38, we saw a way to take a process theory and define a monoidal operation
that includes both sequential and parallel composition. However, this construction does
not necessarily capture the idea of an operation that encodes all the ways in which s and
t could be composed. In particular, at every stage of an iterated composition like r ? (s ? t)
defined there, the resulting processes are assumed to be of first-order. That is, they take
a certain collection of inputs and subsequently produce corresponding outputs, but leave
no possibility to adjust their internal behaviour subsequently. In order to allow for future
compositions to “slot in” an additional process in between two existing ones, we are pushed
to think of higher-order processes in one way or another.
Example 3.3. The commutative version of the construction in example 2.38 is probably
the easiest to understand in terms of the depiction in (2.54). Specifically, rather than









followed by all possible contractions once again. This gives a valid notion of universal
composition s  t of first-order processes s and t in the sense of [22] and generalizes to
any number of processes.4 However,  can only reduce to a non-trivial associative binary
operation if we include higher-order processes [138]. For instance, consider three process s,
t and u (each with a single input and a single output, say). Associativity of the operation
4Strictly speaking, s t in [22] does not denote a collection of processes. It merely stands for a multiset
of unplaced processes. However, their placement ultimately leads to an embedding into a background
causal structure. Just like in our example, the choice of the embedding is not fixed among the different
placements.
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 would mean that we have
(s t) u = s (t u) (3.8)
and commutativity of  implies5 that the sequential composite t ◦ s ◦ u is an element of
the left-hand side (s  t)  u. The contradiction emerges by recognizing that there is no
first-order process in tu (as given by (2.54) for example), which could generate t◦s◦u by
a composition with the process s. In other words, here the contractions should be allowed
to leave “holes”, unlike those in (2.54). Schematically, we can depict the contractions for














where, even though the first and last element of the right-hand side display the same
connectivity as diagrams, we distinguish them, and thus have to go beyond the notion of a
process theory as introduced in section 2.1. Specifically, we think of the first one as a first-
order process and the other as a higher-order process—in this case a so-called comb [19].
The light blue boxes in the background serve merely as visual cues here, but they may
be interpreted as devices whose inner workings are fixed as far as future manipulation is
concerned. Composition of higher-order processes of this kind can be then described in















where the box labelled as s u, for instance, does not refer to a process. It is a collection
of processes (both first-order and higher-order) as specified by s u.
Example 3.3 is just one of the possible ways of generating a commutative quantale
from a process theory. Alternatively, one could include the possibility to form of combs
5Here we assume, for concreteness, that  subsumes sequential composition of processes.
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with side-channels and compositions that generate more intricate causal orderings than
total orders. A useful concept for building a descriptive language of such theories is that
of causal channels [58, section 4.1], appropriately generalized to higher-order processes
[65, 137].
3.2.2 Resource Ordering
The allowed (or free) conversions between resources are those that arise via a composition
with elements of Rfree. Given a concrete universally combinable resource theory, we define
the order relation among individual resources r, s ∈ R by
r  s :⇐⇒ Rfree  r 3 s. (3.11)
The order relation captures whether r can be converted to s by composition with free
resources. It can be used to determine the value of resources with respect to the choice
of the partition of R into free and non-free resources. If r can be converted to s for free,
denoted r  s as above, then r is no worse than s as a resource in the resource theory.
Similarly, we can define the ordering of sets of resources by
S  T :⇐⇒ Rfree  S ⊇ T (3.12)
for any S, T ∈ R. Indeed, this is nothing but the Rfree-reachability preorder (see
definition 2.50).
Definition 3.4. The resource ordering of a universally combinable resource theory
(R,) with free resources Rfree is the Rfree-reachability preorder.
Therefore, by lemma 2.51, (R,) is a preordered-extended suplattice.
In the framework of ordered commutative monoids [37], there is a compatibility between
the order relation and the monoid operation as one of the axioms. Specifically, one demands
that if S is a better resource than T is, then the conjunction SU of S with a fixed resource
U is a better resource than T  U is. Here, we can derive a corresponding property from
the definition of a universally combinable resource theory.
Lemma 3.5. Let (Rfree,R,) be a universally combinable resource theory with the
corresponding order relation  defined as in (3.12). For any three elements S, T, U of
R, we have
S  T =⇒ S  U  T  U. (3.13)
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Proof. By the definition of , we have S  T ⇐⇒ Rfree  S ⊇ T , which implies
(Rfree  S) U ⊇ T  U. (3.14)
Via the associativity of , we can then conclude that S U  T U must hold whenever
S is above T according to the order relation .
Given the preorder (R,), two resources r and s are said to be equivalent if they can
be converted one to another for free. That is, we write r ∼ s if both r  s and s  r
hold. From the point of view of questions regarding resource convertibility, there is no need
to distinguish equivalent resources unless distinguishing them provides a more convenient
representation.
Lemma 3.6. The equivalence relation ∼ associated to the resource ordering of a universally
combinable resource theory (Rfree,R,) is a quantale congruence.
Proof. By idempotence of Rfree, we have that S  T implies
Rfree  S = Rfree Rfree  S ⊇ Rfree  T (3.15)
so that S ∼ T implies
Rfree  S = Rfree  T. (3.16)
Since Rfree ⊇ 1 holds by definition, we obtain the converse. In other words, ∼ coincides
with the relation obtained from Rfree-augmentation (definition 2.43) and it is thus a
congruence.
Therefore, we get the quotient quantale R ∼ whose elements are equivalence classes
of resources in R. As described in equations (2.57) and (2.58), the quantale composition
(denoted by +) and lattice ordering (denoted by ≥) are given by
[S] + [T ] = [S  T ],
[S] ≥ [T ] ⇐⇒ Rfree  S ⊇ Rfree  T.
(3.17)
In particular, the lattice ordering in R ∼ is equivalent to the resource ordering in R! That
is, we have [S] ≥ [T ] ⇐⇒ S  T . Since [Rfree] is the unit of R ∼, we can view ≥ equally
well as a resource ordering in the universally combinable resource theory specified by R ∼.
Altogether, we obtain an ordered commutative monoid (R ∼,+,≥) with appropriate
resource-theoretic interpretation that can be studied with methods introduced in [37] for
instance. Since it is also a complete lattice, instead of thinking of it as a generic ordered
commutative monoid, it is perhaps best construed as a completion of one.
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Example 3.7. Conversely, to any ordered commutative monoid (A,+,≥), one can
associate a commutative quantale (DC(A),
⋃
,) of downsets of A, which arises as a
quotient of the free quantale associated to A. It is ordered by set inclusion with composition
given by
S  T := ↓(S + T ) (3.18)
for any S, T ∈ DC(A). More details about this construction and its context can be found
in [121], whose theorem 5.1 is particularly relevant. One basic property that may be worth
noting is that the associated lattice of downsets is not atomistic in general.
3.2.3 Free Subtheories
Given a commutative quantale R, many resource theories can arise via different choices
of the free resources. For instance, in quantum theory, the distinction between a resource
theory of athermality and that of bipartite entanglement is entirely due to the choice of
the free subtheory. Therefore, understanding the relationships between different choices
of free resources (and their impact on the resource ordering) is a crucial step towards
understanding the interactions of different kinds of resources.6




∣∣ 1 ⊆ B and B B = B }. (3.19)
These are in bijective correspondence with the universally combinable resource theories
whose enveloping theory is R. We now show that F(R) is a monoid and a complete lattice
and phrase this result for arbitrary (not necessarily commutative) quantales.
Proposition 3.8. Given a quantale (Q,
∨
, ?) with top element >, F(Q) has the following
properties:
(i) Both 1 and > are elements of F(Q).
(ii) F(Q) is closed under arbitrary infima (in Q).
(iii) If Q is commutative, then F(Q) is closed under ?.
Proof. Properties (i) and (iii) are clear from the definition of F(Q).
6Here, “kind of resources” refers not to elements of R but rather to the attributes of these that make
them useful in a particular resource theory; e.g. asymmetry, athermality, nonuniformity, etc.
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We can show that F(Q) is closed under infima as follows. First of all note that in a
suplattice, such as (Q,
∨
), we can express infimum of any set B ⊆ Q as the supremum of




∣∣ ∀B ∈ B : L ⊆ B }. (3.20)
For any B ∈ F(Q) and any L such that L ⊆ B holds, we also have
L ? L ⊆ B ? B = B, (3.21)



























Furthermore, if we have B ⊇ 1 for all B ∈ B, then 1 is a lower bound of B so that∧
B ⊇ 1 (3.23)
holds and
∧
B is an element of F(Q). Thus F(Q) is closed under
∧
.
Let us try to interpret the concrete and commutative case. The above result shows that
F(R) embeds into R both as a monoid under  and as an inflattice (the dual concept to
a suplattice) under intersections. Consequently, it also has arbitrary suprema. However,
these need not, and usually do not, coincide with unions in R! Instead, givenB,B′ ∈ F(R),
the supremum of {B,B′} in F(R) represents the smallest set of resources closed under
composition that subsumes both B and B′. In other words, it is the infimum of all upper
bounds of {B,B′} in F(R). Thus, we would not expect F(R) to be a subquantale of R
and in fact it need not be a quantale at all.
3.2.4 Catalysis
Besides questions about convertibility by free operations, another class of basic questions
that can be posed in the abstract regards the use of catalysts. In this case, a non-free
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resource cmay be used to aid in the conversion, but we require that it is returned unchanged
after the conversion is done. Thus, it can also be reused in future conversions. In particular,
in a concrete universally combinable resource theory (Rfree,R,), we can say that it is
possible to convert S to T with the help of a catalyst c ∈ R if
c S  c T (3.24)
or equivalently
c (Rfree  S) ⊇ c T (3.25)
holds. We denote the possibility of a c-catalytic conversion by S c T . This notion is
of interest because in many resource theories (such as those of entanglement [122] and
athermality [13]), there are conversions that are possible with a catalyst, but impossible
otherwise. Moreover, the resource ordering tends to simplify greatly if we allow for an
arbitrary catalyst c to aid in the conversion, as explored in the abstract setting in [37].
However, note that in our set-up the use of an arbitrary catalyst cannot be expressed
by replacing c in (3.24) with the set of all resources R. More concretely, if we want to
express the possibility to convert S to T with the help of either c or c′, both individual
resources, we cannot write this as
(c ∪ c′) S  (c ∪ c′) T. (3.26)
This is because the condition in (3.26) is true whenever both
c S  c′  T and c′  S  c T (3.27)
hold, for example. However, order relation (3.26) does not hold in case S c T holds but
neither S c′ T nor c  S  c′  T do. Therefore, catalytic convertibility as expressed
in (3.24) only attains the correct interpretation if c is an individual resource, or else if c
can be written as a universal combination of individual resources. In the latter case, the
catalyst allows the joint use of c and c′ together as opposed to a choice of one of them.
Instead of (3.26), the preorder that represents the free conversion of S to T with the help
of either c or c′ is the union of the two relations c and c′ . An extensive study of catalytic
convertibility and its consequences can be found in [37, section 4]. Specifically, the case
considered there is the one in which arbitrary catalyst is allowed.
Remark 3.9. Recall that we can define the quotient quantale R ∼C where ∼C denotes
the congruence induced by C-augmentation as introduced via (2.60). Specifically, notice
that the lattice ordering ⊇C of R ∼C is given by
[S]C ⊇C [T ]C ⇐⇒ C  S ⊇ C  T (3.28)
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for arbitrary elements [S]C , [T ]C of the quotient. Therefore, the resource ordering C in the
universally combinable resource theory specified by the quotient R ∼C with free resources
[Rfree]C satisfies
[S]C C [T ]C ⇐⇒ S C T (3.29)
because it coincides with ⊇C . The relation C on the right hand side of (3.29) denotes
the C-catalytic ordering in the original resource theory as specified by (3.24).
3.3 General Resource Theories
3.3.1 The Intuition
Many concrete quantum resource theories have been studied in recent years [20]. For each of
these, one may identify a choice of free quantum processes and a corresponding universally
combinable resource theory that describes it. However, studies of specific resource theories
rarely take universal combination as the relevant notion of composition. Instead, the
general approach is to restrict resources to be of a specific type. In process theories, these
would most commonly be either states or channels. Processes that model the conversions
between resources are then typically of a different type. If the resources of interest are
restricted to states, it suffices to consider conversions by channels; while if the resources
are channels, we may choose the conversions between them to be combs [19].
Therefore, to establish a connection with the framework of universally combinable
resource theories, one would generally have to study a much larger theory that is universally
combinable or restrict attention to a subtheory, which is not a universally combinable
resource theory itself. Combined with the issues that arise when constructing a well-
characterized and well-defined universally combinable resource theory, this suggests that
universally combinable resource theories do not present a general-purpose framework for
describing resource theories. In this section, we introduce a more flexible framework.
The first departure from the presentation of universally combinable resource theories
is that, besides the set of resources X, we consider a separate set of transformations
T . This mimics the conceptual distinction that occurs in practice—between the entities
that constitute resources (which we are interested in comparing and quantifying) and the
entities that mediate their conversions. Despite such differentiation, it is often the case
that resources can themselves be used for conversions. For instance, if the resources are
quantum states, then any state y ∈ X may be used to facilitate the conversion x 7→ x⊗ y
and thus it also constitutes a transformation of resources. To accommodate this, one could
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identify the set of resources X with a subset of the set of transformations T , but we do
not make such an assumption explicitly.
Just as in a universally combinable resource theory, we presume that transformations
can be composed to form new ones, possibly in multiple ways specified by a quantale T (see
definition 2.34). The simplest non-trivial example would be that of a power set lattice P(T )
equipped with a monoid operation among its atoms (see example 2.35). However, unlike
for universal compositions described in section 3.2, we do not wish to restrict our attention
to commutative quantales. This is to allow an interpretation of the composition S ? U of
two sets of transformations S, U ∈ P(T ) in a sequential fashion, so that application of a
transformation from the set U can be thought to precede the application of a transformation
from S (e.g., see example 2.38).
Regarding the set of resources, one might want to stipulate a composition ⊗ among
them that would describe conjunction in the sense that x⊗ y represents an agent’s access
to both x and y for the purposes of future manipulation. In this work, we choose to deny
resources this structure in order to focus the investigation on conclusions that can be made
in its absence. Since this is undoubtedly an important piece of the puzzle in many resource
theories, it should be incorporated in some of the future studies. Here, we merely assume
one can form “disjunctions” x∪y, whose meaning is that an agent can choose to access one
of either the resource x or the resource y for manipulation by transformations. As such,
we take the resources to be represented by a suplattice (see definition 2.10).
The final piece of structure that we need is one that tells us how to convert resources.
Whenever both lattices are uniquely atomistic and thus power sets, we expect that for each
transformation t ∈ T there is a corresponding assignment t . : X → P(X) that maps x
to the set of resources one may obtain by applying t to x. We can think of . as an action
P(T )×P(X)→ P(X) which should satisfy that
(i) applying two transformations in succession leads to a composition7 of the corre-
sponding maps of resources,
(ii) being able to choose whether to apply t to x or y leads to a union of potential
outcomes t . x and t . y,
(iii) being able to choose whether to apply t or s to x leads to a union of potential
outcomes t . x and s . x, and
(iv) applying the identity transformation does not change the resource.
7One can think of it as a composition of relations X → X or as a composition in the Kleisli category of
the powerset monad. In the context of our set-up, we view it as a composition of suplattice homomorphisms
P(X)→ P(X).
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These conditions correspond to equations (2.62), i.e. they ensure we have a quantale module
(P(T ),P(X), .) where P(T ) acts on P(X) via ..
Generalizing to the case of lattices that need not be uniquely atomistic, we get a
quantale module (T,X, .). It specifies the resources, their transformations and the
way in which differential access to them influences their compositionality. For each
quantale module, however, there can be many resource theories. To specify a resource
theory, we also need to identify the free transformations within T. For example, both
a (quantum) resource theory of athermality (example 3.1) and a resource theory of
entanglement (example 3.2) arise from the same quantale module in which resources are
quantum states and transformations are quantum channels. They differ by a choice of free
transformations—i.e. thermal operations or LOCC channels. We thus get the following
definition of a resource theory in terms of quantale modules. This is the most abstract
notion of a resource theory that we consider in this thesis.
Definition 3.10. A resource theory is a quantale module (T,X, .) equipped with
a reflexive and idempotent element Tfree of T. Whenever both T and X are uniquely
atomistic lattices, we speak of a concrete resource theory and Tfree is the set of free
transformations.
Note that since the free element Tfree is assumed to be idempotent (see definition 2.39)
and reflexive (i.e. it subsumes the unit 1 ∈ T), the downward closure thereof with respect
to the lattice ordering ⊇ is a subquantale of T. The notation we use for this subquantale
is Tfree and we refer to it as the subquantale of free transformations. However, it is
not a generic subquantale. An alternative, albeit equivalent, way to express definition 3.10
is as follows, taking into account that Tfree should be a downset with respect to ⊇:
A resource theory (according to definition 3.10) is a quantale module (T,X, .)
equipped with a downward closed subquantale Tfree of T.
Since a subquantale has a top element (the supremum of all its elements), a downward
closed subquantale necessarily coincides with the downward closure of its top element. In
this context, we can denote its top element by Tfree, which clarifies the sense in which
the two definitions of a resource theory are equivalent. In a concrete resource theory (as
given by definition 3.10), the downward closed subquantale Tfree consists of all subsets of
Tfree—the set of all free transformations. That is, the subquantale of free transformations
Tfree is given by the power set P(Tfree).
For many questions in resource theories, it suffices to specify the quantale module
(Tfree,X, .). The reason is that the answers to these questions are independent of the
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quantale T in which the subquantale of free transformations is embedded. Even more
abstractly, one may forget about the origin of the convertibility altogether and study the
emerging order relation among resources on its own merits [37]. Our decision to include
the enveloping quantale T in the description of a resource theory, as the authors of [22]
do, is motivated on the following grounds:
(i) It is more closely connected to the practice of the study of resource theories.
(ii) Understanding the structure of non-free transformations and their interactions with
free transformations can be used to obtain resource measures (example 4.23).
(iii) Specification of T is necessary to define certain classes of interesting resource theories,
such as resource theories of asymmetry (section 3.3.4).
(iv) Knowing the enveloping theory is crucial also when we want to compare alternative
choices of free transformations and when we want to study interactions among
different resource theories.
(v) It allows us to study protocols for generating non-free transformations by combining
free transformations with given resources algebraically at the level of the quantale
of transformations. Additionally, the resulting non-free transformation may be used
for other kinds of resource conversions than the one we were interested in achieving
in the first place, thus allowing us to repurpose protocols in a new context.
3.3.2 Examples
Our presentation in section 3.2 makes it clear that every universally combinable resource
theory is also a resource theory in the sense of definition 3.10, i.e. a quantale module
with a distinguished subquantale. Since every ordered commutative monoid defines
a corresponding universally combinable resource theory as we describe at the end of
section 3.2.2, we can thus think of it as a resource theory too. However, there are two
other, quite different, ways to do so.
Example 3.11. Given an ordered commutative monoid (A,+,≥), let X be the power set
of A and let T be the quantale of relations of type A → A. Their suprema are given by
unions when thought of as subsets of A × A and their composition is just the standard
composition of relations. The unit relation is of course given by the identity function.




∣∣ (y, z) ∈ f for some y ∈ Y }. (3.30)
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The assignment f 7→ f∗ preserves composition and thus we get a quantale module (T,X, .)
with
f . Y := f∗(Y ). (3.31)
The (partial order) relation ≥ subsumes the unit relation by reflexivity and it is idempotent
by transitivity. In the associated resource theory with free transformations given by ≥, the
resource ordering that we introduce in the next section coincides with ≥ on singletons and
can be described as the enhancement preorder (definition 2.20) on arbitrary sets. Even
though it sheds light on some of the definitions, this is not a useful representation of
the ordered commutative monoid per se since it eliminates the compositional structure of
resources given by the monoid operation +. That is, in a quantale module constructed
from an ordered commutative monoid in this way, there is no explicit way to model the
‘conjunction’ a + b of individual resources a and b. In order to do so, we would need
to supplement the framework introduced in section 3.3.1 with an additional operation on
the resources capturing their conjunctions. While this is certainly an important piece
of structure in many circumstances, it goes beyond the considerations of this thesis and
its analysis is left for future investigations. Besides catalysis, it would also allow one to
describe many other concepts of interest: catalysis, asymptotic (many-copy) convertibility,
universality, and others. As such, it is one of the most important extensions of the
framework as presented here.
Example 3.12. Alternatively, we may include the information about possible transforma-
tions in the action . rather than in the identity of transformations. That is, let the quantale
of transformations be B = {0, 1}, interpreted as Boolean truth values with supremum ∪
given by the disjunction ∨ (logical OR operation) and quantale multiplication ? given
by the conjunction ∧ (logical AND operation). Then an ordered commutative monoid
(A,+,≥) can be associated with a quantale module (B,P(A), .) with
0 . Y = ∅
1 . Y = ↓(Y )
(3.32)
for any subset Y of A. Here, ↓ is the downward closure operator (definition 2.8) with
respect to ≥.
Next, we provide several ways in which resource theories constructed from process
theories [22] fit into our framework. The scope of these is general enough to cover most, if
not all, resource theories studied in quantum information theory at present.
Example 3.13. In a resource theory of states associated to a partitioned process theory,
the lattice of resources X is the power set of all states, i.e. processes with a trivial input.
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The underlying lattice of the quantale of transformations is likewise a power set lattice.
Its atoms are processes with arbitrary input and output. In the most elementary version
of this construction, composition of transformations in the quantale is merely given by
their sequential composition as in example 2.37. Similarly, they act on states by sequential
composition, as depicted below (assuming the relevant wire types match).







Example 3.14. Alternatively, we can take the quantale T of resource transformations
to be the one introduced in example 2.38. In this case, both parallel and sequential
compositions are incorporated in the description of ?, e.g., the left equation of (3.33)
becomes
s ? t =
s
t
s t ∪ (3.34)
Note that due to our choice of composition operation ?, i.e. one that includes all wirings





































where greek letters denote types of wires which serve to restrict the valid contractions. In
this construction, transformations act on resources by arbitrary wirings that yield a state
















That is, all inputs of a channel must be contracted with some output of the state it is
acting on, but there may be some outputs of the state which are left uncontracted. This
action differs substantially from the one described in example 3.13. Since the input type
α ⊗ β of s in equation (3.37) does not match the output type α ⊗ β ⊗ α of x, the right
hand side of equation (3.37) would be the empty set in the case of the construction from
example 3.13.
Note that the quantale unit here is a singleton—it only contains the empty diagram
id : I → I. Nevertheless, its action via (3.37) has every resource as a fixed point as the
quantale module definition demands.
Given a quantale module, identifying a specific resource theory then involves a choice of
a subquantale of free transformations. In the case of the quantale module constructed from
a process theory as in example 3.13, we can define a resource theory of states by choosing
a subcategory.8 Letting the set of free transformations Tfree consist of all processes in
this subcategory ensures all the defining properties of a resource theory are satisfied. In
particular, a subcategory contains all identity processes, so that Tfree is reflexive. Closure
under sequential composition then ensures that Tfree is also idempotent.
In the case of the quantale module constructed from a process theory as in example 3.14,
defining a resource theory of states amounts to choosing a sub-process theory thereof. That
is, Tfree is a set of processes within the original process theory, which includes the empty
diagram and is closed under wiring of diagrams.9 By virtue of these properties of a sub-
process theory, Tfree is both reflexive and idempotent.
Example 3.15. Resource theories of channels follow very much the same suit as those of
states. We just need to replace states in the lattice of resources X by arbitrary channels.
If all second-order processes can be reduced to a composition of first-order processes, then




They represent joint pre- and post-processing of a resource (i.e. a channel) with a side-
channel. Composition t ? s of combs is perhaps easiest to understand in the same way as
8Strictly speaking, we want it to be a wide subcategory, one that has the same objects (i.e. wire labels)
as its enveloping category (given by the process theory).
9Note that the diagrams in question are really circuit diagrams and thus the wirings also have to be
such that no cycles are generated, see section 2.1 for more details.
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the composition of channels in (2.54). That is, we first place them (in sequential order)




























Namely, the four contractions are (in order as above): no contraction; plugging the right
output of t1 to the input of s1; plugging the output of s2 to the right input of t2; and
finally using both available contractions. The action of combs on channels is obtained in
an analogous way. Here, we have to require that the resulting process is once again a










if all the wire types in the above diagram match. Choosing a free subquantale of
transformations (i.e. a set of free 1-combs) can be done in multiple ways. For instance, we
can restrict both channels appearing in the decomposition of a free 1-comb to be elements
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of a given sub-process theory. However, we can also impose different restrictions separately
to the pre- and post-processings. Additionally, one can limit the free 1-combs to include
no side channel, as is the case in Shannon’s theory of communication [107, 108] and its
quantum version [31]. As another example, if the free 1-combs are chosen such that
 they have no side-channels,
 pre-processings are restricted to identity channels, and
 post-processings are unconstrained,
then, within the process theory of stochastic matrices (i.e. classical probability theory
of finite sample spaces), we get a resource theory of distinguishability of probabilistic
behaviours (see chapter 5).
3.3.3 Resource Ordering
Just like for a universally combinable resource theory, we can now formalize the concept of
a resource being “better” than another one within a given resource theory by introducing
the following ordering of resources.
Definition 3.16. Consider a resource theory associated to a quantale module (T,X, .)
with free transformations Tfree ∈ T. The resource ordering thereof is the Tfree-
reachability preorder (see definition 2.50). That is, Y can be converted to Z in the resource
theory, denoted Y  Z, if we have
Tfree . Y ⊇ Z. (3.40)
There are multiple viable interpretations of . Let us focus on the concrete case.
The most immediate one is that y  z holds among atoms y and z if there exists a free
process that turns y into z. In this sense, having access to y is better than having access
to z, since we can always choose to replace y with z at no cost. When dealing with
resources of information in particular, y  z may mean that y can simulate z with the free
transformations specifying the meaning of “allowed” simulations. If the resources represent
a strategy to play a game, the ordering may specify the ability to transform one strategy
to another without increasing the pay-off or utility functions.
In a resource theory of states as introduced in example 3.13, ordering of idividual
resources can be phrased as:





We can extend any of the above interpretations to arbitrary elements of P(X) via
the enhancement preorder which coincides with the resource ordering by lemma 2.52.
Specifically, to say that Y  Z holds is to postulate that for every choice of an element z
of Z, one can choose a resource y ∈ Y and a free transformation that converts y to z. By
(2.81), we can also equivalently express Y  Z via
Tfree . Y ⊇ Tfree . Z. (3.42)
We call Tfree . Y the free image of Y as it represents the set of resources one has access
to if provided with Y and arbitrary free operations. Yet another way to express that Y
is better than Z is to say that the free image of Y subsumes that of Z. Note that a
set of resources is a free image of another one if and only if it is downward closed (see
definition 2.7) according to the resource ordering, or equivalently that it is a Tfree-ideal
element (see definition 2.49).
In the context of universally combinable resource theories, we saw in lemma 3.5 that
combining resources with a fixed resource U preserves the resource ordering . At times,
we can interpret the map Y 7→ U . Y as combining resources with a fixed transformation
U . However, the application of transformations in a quantale module is not commutative
in general. Applying U to distinct resources may degrade them in “incompatible” ways.
That is, even if Y can be freely converted to some Z, there is no guarantee that U .Y is still
freely convertible to U . Z. Of course, if applying U after free transformations coincides
with the transformations afforded by U followed by free transformations, i.e. if
Tfree ? U = U ? Tfree (3.43)
holds, then U . Y is guaranteed to be freely convertible to U . Z provided that Y  Z
holds. More generally, we have the following result, from which the earlier lemma 3.5 can
be derived.
Lemma 3.17. Consider a resource theory associated to a quantale module (T,X, .)
with free transformations Tfree ∈ T. For any Y, Z ∈ X and any U ∈ T satisfying
Tfree ? U ⊇ U ? Tfree, we have
Y  Z =⇒ U . Y  U . Z. (3.44)
Proof. Given that Y  Z holds, we can conclude
Tfree . (U . Y ) = (Tfree ? U) . Y
⊇ (U ? Tfree) . Y
= U . (Tfree . Y )
⊇ U . Z,
(3.45)
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which means that U . Y  U . Z holds as well.
Example 3.18. For a concrete example of a situation in which the lemma above does
not apply, consider a toy theory with three resources X := {0, 1, 2}, in which T is the
monoid of all functions X → X. Let the free transformations Tfree consist of all non-
increasing functions. Further define u to be the function that fixes 1 and swaps the other






1Tfree : u : (3.46)
Now it is clear that u ? Tfree allows the conversion of 1 to 2 unlike Tfree ? u, so that
Tfree ? u ⊇ u ? Tfree does not hold in this case. More generally, the conversions allowed






1Tfree ? u : u ? Tfree : (3.47)
Definition 3.19. A transformation U ∈ T is termed
 left invariant if Tfree ? U = U holds, and
 right invariant if U ? Tfree = U holds.
Given arbitrary transformation S, we can generate a left invariant one Tfree ? S by left
augmentation. Similarly, by right augmentation, one obtains a right invariant S ? Tfree.
Example 3.20. We have already seen a few examples of invariant sets in the context
of the resource theory of entanglement with respect to LOCC operations (example 3.2).
The separable operations are both left and right invariant. Since they are also reflexive
and idempotent, they define a valid resource theory according to definition 3.10. Likewise,
operations that preserve the set of separable states are left and right invariant. However,
these are not idempotent, as we mention in example 3.2. Another example of a right
invariant set of transformations is the collection of all discarding maps—one for each system
type. These are neither left invariant nor reflexive.
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In a universally combinable resource theory, left and right invariant sets of resources
coincide. If the resource theory is concrete, then they correspond precisely to sets of
individual resources that are downward closed relative to the resource ordering. This is
why, in the earlier work utilizing universally combinable resource theories only [44], these
three concepts are not distinguished.
Remark 3.21. Since Tfree ? U ⊇ U holds for any U ∈ P(T ), implication (3.44) holds for
any right invariant set of individual transformations U by lemma 3.17.
As in section 3.2.2, we can define an equivalence relation among resources that
identifies those which give us identical access to other resources, when augmented by free
transformations. In other words, Y and Z are (order-)equivalent resources, denoted Y ∼ Z,
if both
Y  Z and Z  Y (3.48)
hold, or in other words, if their free images coincide:
Tfree . Y = Tfree . Z. (3.49)
Writing the free convertibility relation as in (3.42) suggests that we should be able to
quotient by the free transformations and obtain a resource theory in which the resource
ordering coincides with the lattice ordering. Specifically, we can replace resources in X





∣∣ Y ∈X }, (3.50)
which is clearly a sublattice of X. However, X is generally not a T-module since there
may be a transformation S (e.g., u in example 3.18) such that
S . (Tfree . Y ) (3.51)
is not a free image of any element of X. Such an S would not constitute a well-defined
transformation of free images. We can remedy this issue in a fairly transparent way by
augmenting the transformations with arbitrary free pre- and post-processing. That is, we
define a new quantale
Augfree(T) :=
{
Tfree ? S ? Tfree
∣∣ S ∈ T } (3.52)
with suprema and composition inherited from T. It is straightforward to check that
(Augfree(T),Augfree(X), .) is another quantale module. We may think of it as the quotient
of the original resource theory by the free transformations since Tfree is now the unit of
Augfree(T).
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∣∣ S ? Tfree = Tfree ? S }, (3.53)
rather than of T. The equivalence relation on CT(Tfree) is given by
S1 ∼free S2 :⇐⇒ Tfree ? S1 ? Tfree = Tfree ? S2 ? Tfree
⇐⇒ Tfree ? S1 = Tfree ? S2
(3.54)
It follows from idempotence of Tfree that ∼free is a quantale congruence. In fact, one could
study the quantale module (CT(Tfree),Augfree(X), .). However, transformations equivalent
under ∼free induce identical maps of resources, so it suffices to model representatives of
their equivalence classes in the form of Tfree ? S ? Tfree, which is what Augfree(T) does.
The procedure of passing from
 a resource theory (T,X, .) with free transformations given by Tfree to
 a quantale module (Augfree(T),Augfree(X), .) with an equivalent resource ordering,
whose subquantale of free transformations is given by the unit Augfree(1) of the
quantale Augfree(T)
can be modularized. It can be carried out for any reflexive, idempotent element B since
that is all we assumed about Tfree. If we have such a B which also satisfies B ⊆ Tfree, then
we can construct the corresponding resource theory (AugB(T),AugB(X), .) and iterate
the process, if desired.
The potential benefit of doing so is that finding an explicit characterization of
Augfree(X) may be tricky in practice. Indeed, it amounts to solving one of the major
questions in a resource theory—the question of characterizing the resource ordering.
However, quotienting by a subclass B of free transformations may be more tractable and
lead to an iterative process of “solving” a resource theory. Alternatively, the B-augmented
representation may sometimes offer a conceptually more interesting point of view.
Example 3.23. As an illustrative example, consider a toy version of algorithmic
information theory relative to a given universal monotone Turing machine [73, section
4.5.2]. In this context, we can let X be the power set of X, where X is given by the disjoint
union of two sets XI and XO. They each contain finite and countably infinite strings of
characters (0 and 1, say) and correspond to the input and output tape respectively. In
other words, we can interpret XI as the set of programs for the Turing machine and XO
as the set of possible results of a computation. The behaviour of the Turing machine
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can be described by a partial function of type XI → XO. It is the only non-trivial free
transformation in this toy example. Whenever undefined, it acts on X by returning ∅ ∈X.
Apart from the obvious identity function X → X, there are a few other transformations
one may want to include as free. In particular, consider “cutting maps” Cutm : XI → XI
(one for each natural number m) that act on finite strings as follows:
Cutm(x1x2 · · ·xk) :=
{
x1x2 · · · xm if m ≤ k
x1x2 · · · xk if m > k,
(3.55)
and similarly for infinite strings. Regarding cutting maps as free transformations
implements the idea that a prefix of any program contains no more information than
the original uncut program.
Furthermore, to implement the idea that a prefix of an output string has lower
complexity than the uncut string10 we also can include cutting maps of the output tape as
free transformations.
The collection Cut of all cutting maps is idempotent and thus it can play the role of
the transformation B from previous considerations. That is, we can form the augmented
representation AugCut(X) as in definition 2.55 or equation (3.49). It is order-generated by
sets of strings of the form (e denotes the empty string)
Cut . (x1x2 · · ·xk) = {e, x1, x1x2, . . . , x1x2 · · ·xk} (3.56)
by taking unions in P(X). However, unlike X, AugCut(X) is no longer an atomistic
lattice. It only has one atom—the empty string e. This example thus also illustrates one
of the reasons for us to consider resource theories which are not concrete in the sense of
definition 3.10. Namely, applying basic constructions (such as augmentation) to concrete
resource theories can produce ones that are not concrete anymore.
3.3.4 Asymmetry as a Resource
Many interesting resource theories can be viewed as resource theories of asymmetry [86],
where the useful resources are those that break a particular notion of symmetry as specified
by a group representation. This class of resource theories is general enough to include
concepts such as quantum coherence [88], distinguishability (see section 4.3.3) as well as
10Whether this is sensible or not depends on the notion of complexity one has in mind. On the other
hand, postulating that any substring be less complex than the full string is certainly not sensible [93].
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the quality of physical systems as reference frames [6]. At the same time, the tools of group
representation theory allow a fruitful general study of these with few assumptions [87, 85],
especially if we think of the resources as elements of (topological) vector spaces as is often
the case.
We can introduce an analogous notion of a resource theory of asymmetry in the context
of quantale modules. However, we don’t assume resources carry a linear or convex structure
here. Therefore, resource theories of asymmetry according to definition 3.28 constitute
a much wider class than the commonly considered ones. The perspective we take is
that in a specific context (such as that of quantum resources) the additional structure
constrains the group of symmetries to the appropriately structure-preserving mappings
and consequently also constrains what one would consider as a reasonable notion of a
resource theory of asymmetry. In the abstract context we take the most general symmetry
mapping of resources to be an element of Aut(X)—the group of all suplattice isomorphisms
X →X. For concrete resource theories with the lattice of resources X given by P(X), this
automorphism group includes all permutations of the set X. As mentioned above, if the
set X of individual resources has additional structure, the symmetry mappings should be
adjusted accordingly. For instance, if X consists of quantum states, we would typically only
consider symmetries that are elements of the corresponding (projective) unitary group.11
Definition 3.24. Let G be a group and ϕ : G→ Aut(X) a group homomorphism. Given
a quantale module (T,X, .), a transformation T ∈ T is termed G-compatible if for any
X ∈X and any g ∈ G we have
ϕg(T . X) = T . ϕg(X). (3.57)
Furthermore, a transformation S ∈ T is said to be G-covariant12 if every transformation
T satisfying T ⊆ S is G-compatible.
G-compatible elements form a subquantale of T that we denote by Cφ. In specific
resource theories, it is sometimes the case that for every automorphism ψ there is a
transformation Uψ ∈ T whose action on X coincides with ψ. If this holds, then a sufficient
condition for T to be G-compatible is
T ? Uϕg = Uϕg ? T, (3.58)
11When dealing with time-reversal symmetry, we may also include symmetry transformations that are
antiunitary, see example 3.25.
12Note that, despite the name, whether S is G-covariant or not depends on the representation ϕ and
not just the group G.
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which is perhaps a more familiar way to define covariance. In this case, an equivalent way
to express G-compatibility is that T is an element of the centralizer (see definition 2.54)
of im(ϕ)—the image of ϕ as emebedded within T.
Example 3.25. An example of a resource theory of asymmetry in which G-compatible
transformations cannot be defined via equation (3.58) is the quantum resource theory of
time-reversal asymmetry [48] or more generally the quantum resource theory of imaginarity
with respect to a chosen basis [54]. In this case, we are dealing with a quantum resource
theory of states, so that the set of individual resources X can be identified with quantum
states. The symmetry group G is just Z2 = {e, τ}—the unique group of order 2. Its non-
identity element τ is represented by complex conjugation which is an antiunitary operation
and thus not a quantum channel. Therefore, there is no (physical) transformation uϕτ ∈ T
whose action on quantum states is that of complex conjugation (or time-reversal if the
chosen basis is an eigenbasis of the Hamiltonian). Consequently, we have to use the
more general equation (3.57) in order to define transformations compatible with complex
conjugation or time-reversal.
Lemma 3.26. If T is localic, meaning that the underlying suplattice is a locale (see
definition 2.14), then the G-covariant elements are closed under arbitrary suprema.
Proof. Consider a collection S of G-covariant elements of T. We want to show that
∨
S











(T ∧ S). (3.59)
Now, since T ∧ S is below S, it is G-compatible and
ϕg(T . X) = ϕg
(∨
S∈S












(T ∧ S) . ϕg(X)
= T . ϕg(X)
(3.60)
holds for all g and all X. We conclude that
∨
S is indeed G-covariant.
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Notice that ⊥ is always G-covariant and that S being G-covariant implies all elements
below it are too. Thus, in a localic resource theory the G-covariant transformations form
a suplattice Sϕ := 〈⊥, Sϕ〉 where Sϕ is the supremum of all G-covariant transformations.
However, G-covariant elements need not be closed under ? in general. At present, we do
not know of a precise characterization of when Sϕ forms a subquantale. As the following
class of examples shows, it is a common phenomenon.
Example 3.27. Let T be a uniquely atomistic quantale, whose composition ? is a pointwise
supremum of a collection ·i of (partial) semigroup multiplications of its atoms as in
example 2.36. Then we can show Sϕ ? Sϕ to be G-covariant, so that Sϕ is indeed a
subquantale of T. To see this, let Aϕ be the collection of all atoms that are G-compatible
(and thus also G-covariant, since the two concepts coincide for atoms) and compute











Since G-compatibility is preserved under ·i, each a ·i a′ is also G-compatible and thus G-
covariant as it is an atom. By lemma 3.26, Sϕ ? Sϕ is therefore G-covariant because it is a
supremum of G-covariant elements and T is is clearly localic (being a power set lattice).
It then follows from the definition of Sϕ as a supremum of all G-covariant elements that it
must be idempotent and satisfy Sϕ ⊇ 1.
Definition 3.28. A resource theory of G-asymmetry (with respect to ϕ) is a quantale
module (T,X, .) with the subquantale of free operations given by the G-covariant ones
defined as above (as long as they indeed form a subquantale Sϕ of T).
Example 3.29. Consider X = {s, a1, a2, a3}, X = P(X) and an action of the cyclic
group {e, σ, σ2} by permuting a1, a2 and a3. Furthermore, let T be the free quantale
(see example 2.35) of the monoid of functions X → X. The G-covariant elements can be
specified by their action on s and a1 alone.
13 There are 4 atomic ones given by14
ue(s) = s uσ(s) = s uσ2(s) = s ts(s) = s
ue(a1) = a1 uσ(a1) = a2 uσ2(a1) = a3 ts(a1) = s
(3.62)
13In general, it suffices to specify how a G-covariant transformation acts on a single element of each
G-orbit.
14We once again use an abusive notation in which both s and {s} are denoted by s and likewise for other
singletons.
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In the pictorial representation, the symmetry group is that of rotations around the
symmetric resource s and theG-covariant transformations are given by Sϕ = {ue, uσ, uσ2 , ts}.
To get a bit more intuition about G-covariant transformations, let Ta := {t1, t2, t3}






and Ta thus acts on X via
Ta . s = Ta . ai = {a1, a2, a3}. (3.65)
Then Ta satisfies equation (3.57), i.e. it is G-compatible, but it is not G-covariant. This
is because there are transformations below it, such as t1, which are not G-compatible.
Intuitively, we can see that Ta takes a symmetric state s and maps it to a collection of
asymmetric ones. Therefore, it should not be free in a resource theory of asymmetry.
The notion of covariant transformations can be generalized from the case of a group
of symmetries to a monoid. Namely, there is the monoid of suplattice homomorphisms
X → X, denoted by End(X). For any monoid homomorphism ϕ : M → End(X) the
corresponding M -compatible transformations are those that satisfy
ϕm(T . X) = T . ϕm(X). (3.66)
for every m ∈ M and every X ∈ X. Just like in the case of groups, the M -covariant
transformations are those whose ⊆-downward closure in T consists of M -compatible
78
elements only. We also have an analogous version of lemma 3.26, since its proof doesn’t
assume the existence of inverses. Many resource theories that cannot be expressed as
resource theories of asymmetry do arise in this way.
Example 3.30. As an illustrative example, consider the two element monoid M = {e, p}
which satisfies p · p = p. For simplicity, let us consider the representation ϕp of p to be a
constant function x 7→ x0 for an atom x0. In general, ϕp could be any idempotent mapping.
The (atomic) M -covariant transformations are then those for which x0 is a fixed point, i.e.
they ought to satisfy
t . x0 = x0. (3.67)
Already this elementary version of the construction includes many interesting cases,
especially if we allow x0 to depend on the type of the resource in question. For instance,
in resource theories of nonuniformity [47, 55], the fixed points are the uniform probability
distributions. Similarly, in resource theories of athermality [60, 14], the fixed points are
thermal states.
A mild generalization of example 3.30 allows one to describe resource theories where
the free transformations are required to have multiple simultaneous fixed points, but there
are also examples of higher complexity of course.
3.3.5 Morphisms of Resource Theories
There are multiple feasible ways to define structure-preserving maps between resource
theories, depending on the structure that one requires to be preserved. Indeed, one
could study relations that are only required to preserve the convertibility relation by free
transformation on top of whatever compositional structure the resources may carry. This
is what we do in chapter 4.
Here, we describe perhaps the most restrictive notion of a resource theory morphism
that can be of use. It has to preserve both the ways in which transformations are combined
as well as the protocols for simulating non-free transformations.
Definition 3.31. Let (T,X, .) and (U,Y, .) be resource theories with subquatales of
free transfomrations given by Tfree and Ufree respectively. A resource theory morphism
is a quantale module homomorphism (see definition 2.47) (`, f) that preserves free
transformations. That is, f : X → Y and ` : T → U are suplattice homomorphisms
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that satisfy





= `(T ) . f(X), (3.68b)
`(Tfree) ⊆ Ufree. (3.68c)
for arbitrary X ∈X and T, T1, T2 ∈ T.
If equations (3.68a) and (3.68b) are weakened to





⊆ `(T ) . f(X) (3.69b)
respectively, we speak of an oplax resource theory morphism.
To get a better intuition about definition 3.31, we now look at various ways to construct
morphisms of resource theories in the context of asymmetry. First, for any subgroup H of
G, one can simply restrict the asymmetry with respect to G to asymmetry with respect
to H. That is, given a group representation ϕ : G → Aut(X) and a (not necessarily
injective) group homomorphism µ : H → G, the G-covariant transformations are a subset
of H-covariant ones:
Sϕ ⊆ Sµ∗ϕ, (3.70)
where µ∗ϕ : H → Aut(X) is the pre-composition of ϕ with µ. The identity map is thus
a morphism that maps a resource theory of G-asymmetry to a resource theory of H-
asymmetry in this case.
Example 3.32. Consider G to be SO(3), the group of rotations in 3 dimensions and H to
be SO(2), the subgroup of rotations around a fixed axis. Then the above procedure says
that the transformations that are covariant with respect to SO(3) rotations in 3D space are
necessarily also covariant with respect to 2D rotations around a fixed axis. Consequently,
the resource theory of SO(3)-asymmetry is canonically embedded in a resource theory of
SO(2)-asymmetry.
Now, consider two representations ϕ, ψ : G → Aut(X). A suplattice homomorphism
f : X →X is equivariant with respect to them if it satisfies
ψg ◦ f = f ◦ ϕg (3.71)
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for all g ∈ G. Let f be an equivariant isomorphism and let Uf ∈ T be a transformation
satisfying Uf . X = f(X). Moreover, let Uf−1 ∈ T be the an inverse of Uf . Then we can
define a quantale homomorphism Adf : T → T via
Adf (T ) := Uf ? T ? Uf−1 , (3.72)
and we have Adf (Sϕ) ⊆ Sψ because if T . ϕg(X) = ϕg(T . X) holds, it follows that














Adf (T ) . X
) (3.73)
does as well. Consequently, the pair (Adf , f) constitutes a morphism of resource theories of
G-asymmetry with respect to ϕ and ψ respectively. If we think of the two representations
as specifying reference frames [6] for G, then this morphism corresponds to the change of
a reference frame.
Example 3.33. Consider a resource theory of U(1)-asymmetry and individual resource
given by the states of a qubit—a 2-dimensional quantum system. A U(1)-representation
specifies how the qubit states transform under shifts of the phase degree of freedom
eiθ ∈ U(1). Therefore, it specifies which states can keep track of phase changes and















where σx, σy, σz are the Pauli matrices and ρ is a density matrix that specifies a qubit state.








In particular, if we think of ϕ and ψ as rotations around the x and y axes of the Bloch
sphere, then f rotates the x-axis to the y-axis. Let us make the conventional choice that
the state given by the Hilbert space vector |0〉 (one of the eigenvectors of σz) corresponds
to θ = 0. Relative to ϕ and this choice of “origin”, the qubit is a phase reference with












∣∣ θ ∈ [0, 2π)} (3.76)
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of |0〉 under the U(1)-action. On the other hand, relative to ψ, the qubit is a phase reference












∣∣ θ ∈ [0, 2π)}. (3.77)
The intertwiner f then maps between the two qubits and its properties as U(1) reference
frames relative to any choice of origin, not just the state |0〉 chosen here for concreteness.
The “1-comb” Adf maps manipulations of the phase encoded in rotations around the x-axis
(in the Bloch sphere picture) to manipulations of the phase encoded in rotations around
the y-axis.
Given a resource theory of G-asymmetry, we can also restrict its quantale of
transformations to the subquantale of G-compatible transformations, denoted by Cϕ (recall
definition 3.24). This removes all the individual transformations that are asymmetric.
Nevertheless, recall that Cϕ includes non-covariant sets of transformations such as Ta from
example 3.29, which can be thought of as an orbit of t1 under the adjoint action of G on T.
We can interpret Cϕ as restricting the relevant (sets of) transformations to those whose
power is identical whether a symmetry transformation is applied before or after them.
Then, for any g ∈ G, the map ϕg : X →X is an endomorphism of the resource theory of
G-asymmetry with enveloping quantale module (Cϕ,X, .). In the reference frame point of
view, this endomorphism admits the interpretation of a coordinate transformation.
Example 3.34. Consider the resource theory of U(1)-asymmetry with respect to the
representation ϕ from example 3.33. For any phase θ ∈ [0, 2π), the rotation ϕθ as given
by (3.74) implements a coordinate transformation by translating the origin of the phase
reference by θ.
Further examples of resource theory morphisms appear in example 4.39 and in
section 5.4. The former gives a morphism between a resource theory of G-asymmetry
(see section 3.3.4) and a resource theory of G-distinguishability (see section 4.3.3),
while the latter maps distinguishability of probabilistic behaviours to distinguishability
of possibilistic behaviours. More details can be found in the respective sections.
Besides quantale module homomorphisms, we can also relate resource theories by
(op)lax quantale module homomorphisms as introduced in (2.68). In the case of an oplax
module homomorphism, we are effectively allowing the codomain theory to have additional
ways of composing and applying transformations as compared to its domain. Since adding
extra possibilities for composition can only aid in resource manipulations, we would expect
that oplax morphisms preserve the resource ordering.
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Proposition 3.35. Let (T,X, .) and (U,Y, .) be resource theories with free transfom-
rations given by Tfree and Ufree respectively. Consider an oplax resource theory moprhism
consisting of
(i) a suplattice homomorphism ` : T → U which satisfies, for all transformations
S, T ∈ T,15
`(S ? T ) ⊆ `(S) ? `(T ), (3.78)
(ii) and a suplattice homomorphism f : X → Y which satisfies, for all X ∈ X and all
T ∈ T,
f(T . X) ⊆ `(T ) . f(X) (3.79)
such that ` preserves free transformations, i.e. `(Tfree) ⊆ Ufree holds. Then f preserves the
respective resource orderings. That is, it is an isotone of type (X,)→ (Y,).
Proof. If X  W holds for some X,W ∈X, then we have




⊆ `(Tfree) . f(X)
⊆ Ufree . f(X)
(3.80)
and conclude that f(X)  f(W ) follows.
Example 3.36. In examples 3.13 and 3.14 we saw two ways to construct a quantale
module from a process theory. The resulting modules share the same lattice of resources
as well as the same lattice of transformations, given by the power set lattices of the set of
all states and the set of all channels respectively. However, the latter allowes for strictly
more possibilities both in the composition of transformations (see equation (3.36)) and in
the application of transformations to resources (see equation (3.37)). Therefore, choosing
f and ` to be the identity functions leads to an oplax resource theory morphism.
15Note that we do not use equation (3.78) in the proof of proposition 3.35. Therefore, the same conclusion




4.1 Evaluating Utility of Resources
As outlined in the Introduction, one of our motivations for introducing the framework,
subsequently presented in chapter 3, is to be able to “recognize patterns and formulate
methods in a unified manner”. The concept of a resource measure is among the most
basic tools used when studying resources. Having described aspects of the framework for
resource theories in terms of quantale modules, we now turn to the study of measures.
In particular, we are interested in the general patterns that underlie their constructions.
Most of the content in this chapter is a generalization of the work presented in [44]. While
the content of [44] concerns universally combinable resource theories, here we present the
results in the context of quantale modules.
Traditionally, measures of resources are real-valued functions that satisfy certain
desiderata. The requirements can vary in their specificity, but one property that every
meaningful resource measure ought to satisfy is that it is an isotone. That is, it never
assigns a higher value to a resource that is less useful than another one.
Definition 4.1. Given a concrete resource theory with resource ordering (P(X),), a
resource monotone (alse referred to as a resource measure) is a monotone function
(X,)→ (R,≥).
Remark 4.2. Monotones are closely connected to the concept of downsets (see defini-
tion 2.7). Specifically, for any real number c and a monotone f : X → R, the set of all





= {x ∈ X | f(x) ≤ c }, (4.1)
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is a downward closed subset of (X,). Conversely, given a family {Dk}k∈N of nested
downsets that satisfy Dk ∈ DC(X) and
k ≤ l =⇒ Dk ⊆ Dl, (4.2)
the membership function k : X → R given by
k(x) := inf{ k ∈ N | x ∈ Dk } (4.3)
is a resource monotone.
Since bipartite quantum states with bounded entanglement rank (example 4.45) form
a nested family of downsets, their membership function—also known as the Schmidt
number—is a monotone that can be understood in this manner. A similar example is
presented in section 5.5 in the context of resource theories of distinguishability.
Recall that the enhancement preorder applied to (extended) real numbers yields
an ordering ≥enh, which compares sets of real numbers according to their suprema
(example 2.29). Extending a monotone f to the full preorder-extended lattice of sets
of resources leads to a suplattice homomorphism f∗ : (P(X),)→ (P(R),≥enh) defined as
f∗(Y ) := { f(y) | y ∈ Y }. (4.4)
It is an isotone by lemma 2.30 so that sup ◦f∗ gives a real-valued monotone of sets of
resources. Conversely, every monotone function (P(X),) → (R,≥) can be restricted
to its atoms and yields a resource monotone. Therefore, in a resource theory that is not
uniquely atomistic, we may choose to define resource monotones as the isotone suplattice
homomorphisms (X,)→ (P(R),≥enh) and this reduces to the standard definition 4.1 in
the concrete case.
A single monotone offers limited information about a resource theory of course.
Whenever the resource ordering is not total, characterizing it by monotones requires more
than one. We say that a set {fi}i∈I of resource monotones is complete if we have
x  y ⇐⇒ fi(x) ≥ fi(y). (4.5)







where the partial order ≥ on RI is defined entry-wise:
(mi)i∈I ≥ (ni)i∈I :⇐⇒ ∀ i ∈ I : mi ≥ ni. (4.7)
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In this chapter, we study how resource monotones can be constructed. We look at
examples of common constructions of monotones appearing in the literature on resource
theories and identify more general procedures, which they are instances of. This helps
us organize various monotones, understand the connections between them, and obtain
generally applicable methods for generating new interesting monotones in any resource
theory of interest. In order to classify the monotone constructions we discuss, we use the
following general procedure.
Broad Scheme. Identify a preordered set (B,B) and two order-preserving maps:
σ1 : (X,)→ (B,B) σ2 : (B,B)→ (R,≥) (4.8)
Composing the isotones then gives a resource monotone (X,)→ (R,≥). σ2 is called the
root monotone, (B,B) is called the mediating preordered set and σ1 is called the
mediating isotone. We can thus view the target resource monotone σ2 ◦ σ1 as obtained
by pulling back the root monotone σ2 along the mediating isotone σ1.
The overarching theme of the present chapter is to illuminate which choices of a
mediating isotone and a root monotone lead to measures of resources that are either
prevalent in the literature or interesting for other reasons. To cast an existing resource
measure into the mould of the Broad Scheme, one may try to identify a choice of each of
these ingredients that yield the given measure. Alternative constructions can be obtained
immediately by simply varying any of the ingredients. In this way, the Broad Scheme
provides the means of classifying monotone constructions as well as generalizing the known
ones to apply to novel situations.
Throughout, we assume that (T,X, .) denotes a uniquely atomistic quantale module
with T = P(T ) and X = P(X). As before, Tfree ∈ P(T ) is the set of free transformations
and  the associated resource ordering on X. Some of the techniques generalize to the
case of merely atomistic (or even arbitrary) lattices, but precise conditions under which
they can be applied are not of primary importance. The purpose of this chapter is not
to merely present a list of techniques, but also to supply them with a class of applicable
interpretations. Since the uniquely atomistic case comes with a more straightforward
interpretation, it serves us better in that regard. Additionally, many of the resource theories
one may wish to study at present are indeed concrete.
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4.2 Cost and Yield
4.2.1 Cost and Yield Relative to Free Transformations
The first type of monotone construction we study in depth is one expressing the cost of a
particular resource and its counterpart—the yield. The idea of cost measures is to express
the value of a resource x in terms of how hard it is to procure it from a specified set of
resources. Hereafter, we denote by A the set of resources with respect to which cost (or
yield) are measured.
Example 4.3. For instance, in the context of a market, we can let A consist of all the
monetary amounts in a currency (such as bitcoin) that one could use to exchange for other
goods.1 The --B-cost of a particular marketable item (such as a carrot) is the smallest
amount of bitcoins that one could buy a carrot for. On the other hand, its --B-yield is the
largest amount of bitcoins that one could sell a carrot for.
Example 4.4. In the context of thermodynamics, we can measure the work-cost of a
thermodynamic process in terms of how much work needs to be spent to run the process.
On the other, its work-yield is the optimal amount of work that can be extracted while
running the process.
The following toy example illustrates the forthcoming formal treatment of cost and
yield measures.
Example 4.5. Consider the situation from example 3.18 with an extra resource 1′ which
plays the same role as 1 but is not equivalent to it. That is, free transformations allow the
following transitions (leaving the identities implicit):
2
0
1′Tfree : 1 (4.9)
Let us use A = {0, 1, 2} as the set of resources relative to which to measure cost and yield.
Then the cost of 1′ is 2 because 2 is the least valuable element of A that can be used to
1From the point of view of a single agent in a market at a fixed point in time, we can describe it as
a resource theory in the following way. Individual resources model goods that the agent can potentially
have in possession. Free transformations represent the available exchanges the agent can partake in given
the state of the market at that particular time.
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generate 1′ for free. Dually, its yield is 0 because it is the best resource in A which can be
obtained from 1′ via free transformations. In general, we have
A-cost(1′) = 2 A-cost(2) = 2 A-cost(1) = 1 A-cost(0) = 0
A-yield(1′) = 0 A-yield(2) = 2 A-yield(1) = 1 A-yield(0) = 0.
(4.10)
In this simple example, it turns out that the pair of a cost and a yield relative to A
constitutes a complete set of monotones. However, this is generally not the case for a fixed
choice of A.
The choice of reference set A is arbitrary to a large degree. However, we might want
it to have certain properties in order for the cost and yield to be useful and meaningful
quantities. For instance, we may require any or all of the following.
(i) Every resource can be obtained from one in A for free.
(ii) Every resource can be converted to one in A for free.
(iii) A is totally ordered.
(iv) The elements of A have operational significance.
One may think of the reference resources as providing a “gold standard”. They form a
basis for evaluating other resources in relation to them and they may have properties that
make this evaluation useful. However, their choice is not necessarily indicative of any
fundamental status in the resource theory. In our treatment of cost and yield measures,
we keep the gold standard completely arbitrary.
Let us first analyze the yield construction and use example 4.5 to make the discussion
more concrete. We start by identifying the reference set A ⊆ X and a particular assignment
f : A→ R of values to its elements. In example 4.5, since A is a totally ordered set, there
is an essentially unique choice of f that is “most informative” (as defined in section 4.4),
which embeds the poset {0, 1, 2} into R via x 7→ x.2 If one demands resource monotones
to be real-valued (as per definition 4.1) and A is not a totally ordered set, there is a choice
of f to be made at this stage, which is largely arbitrary. Otherwise, one could also use
elements of A as the values of a “resource isotone”.
Once a choice of f : A → R is fixed, we find the f -yield of x by intersecting the free
image (i.e. downward closure) of x
↓(x) = Tfree . x ∈ DC(X) (4.11)
2Since we are only studying the properties of resources as elements of the preordered set (X,), any
other order-embedding of {0, 1, 2} into R is just as valid. Any two such embeddings can be related by an
order-isomorphism of (R,≥).
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with A and finding the maximum value of f within this intersection. In example 4.5, the
free image of 1′ is {0, 1′}, its intersection with A is {0} and the maximal value of f is






which is order-preserving by corollary 2.24. The root monotone is the function that




Y 7→ sup f∗(Y ) (4.14)
which is order-preserving by corollary 2.33. In summary, we obtain a resource monotone
f -yield = sup ◦f∗ ◦ ↓ which can be also expressed as
f -yield(x) = sup
{
f(y)
∣∣ y ∈ Tfree . x}. (4.15)
On the other hand we can find the f -cost of x by intersecting the free preimage of x
↑(x) ∈ UC(X) (4.16)
with A and finding the minimum value of f within this intersection. In example 4.5, the
free preimage of 1′ is {1′, 2}, its intersection with A is {2} and the smallest value of f is
f(2) = 2. As our notation in (4.16) suggests, the free preimage of x is the upward closure
thereof in the preordered set (X,) as introduced in definition 2.8. It consists of all the
individual resources that can be freely converted to x:
↑(x) = { y ∈ X | x ∈ Tfree . y } (4.17)
and constitutes the mediating isotone for the cost construction. The root monotone is the




Y 7→ inf f∗(Y ) (4.19)
which is order-preserving by corollary 2.33 again. Putting these together gives a monotone
f -cost = inf ◦f∗ ◦ ↑, which can be also expressed as
f -cost(x) = inf
{
f(y)
∣∣ x ∈ Tfree . y }. (4.20)
Both cost and yield constructions are profuse in the literature on resource theories and
related studies. Here, we list a couple of examples.
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Example 4.6 (monotones from dimension functions). The above constructions can be
useful even when the reference set A consists of all resources. In such a case it allows
one to turn a candidate measure into an actual resource monotone. For instance, if every
resource corresponds to an element of a vector space, we can set f to be the dimension
of the associated vector space and obtain the dimension cost and yield respectively.
Evaluating the dimension cost can often be simplified, such as in the resource theory
of nonuniformity [47], which possess a top element of the resource ordering for each fixed
dimension in the form of deterministic states. Finding dimension cost then reduces to the
question of which of the deterministic states has the smallest dimension while being able
to produce the desired resource for free.
In example 4.6, the root valuation function f is not itself a monotone. Indeed, if A
contains all resources and f is a monotone, the cost and yield constructions provide no
new information about the resource ordering, as proposition 4.7 below shows. However,
for general reference sets A we often do want f to be a monotone. This is because the
more information f carries about the ordering of resources in A, the more informative the
resulting cost and yield measures are (cf. proposition 4.51).
Proposition 4.7. Let f : A→ R be a monotone. Then for all a ∈ A, we have
f -yield(a) = f(a) = f -cost(a). (4.21)
Proof. Since every a is an element of both ↓(a) and ↑(a), we have
f -cost(a) ≥ fW (a) ≥ f -yield(a) (4.22)
whenever a is in A. On the other hand, f being a monotone on its domain A implies
that for all x, y ∈ A satisfying y  a  x, we have f(y) ≤ f(a) ≤ f(x). Performing a
supremum of the left inequality over all y ∈ A∩ ↓(a) yields f -cost(a) ≤ f(a), while taking
the infimum of the right inequality over all x ∈ A ∩ ↑(a) gives f(a) ≤ f -yield(a), so that
the result follows.
Example 4.8 (yield and cost with respect to a chain). The “currencies” described in [66]
are yield and cost monotones, wherein A is totally ordered. A concrete example of this
kind—from entanglement theory—is the cost of an entangled state measured in the number
of e-bits (i.e. maximally entangled 2-qubit states) needed to produce it. It is called the
single-shot entanglement cost. In that case, A is the set of n-fold tensor products of e-
bits for different values of n and f just returns the integer n. Another example—from
the classical resource theory of nonuniformity [47]—is the single-shot nonuniformity yield3
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of a probability distribution, where A is the set of sharp states, and f is the Shannon
nonuniformity.
Example 4.9 (axiomatic definitions of thermodynamic entropy). In the axiomatic
approach to thermodynamics [74], Lieb and Yngvason define the canonical entropy S—an
essentially unique monotone among equilibrium states—as a currency. Moreover, central
to the study of non-equilibrium states in this context are the monotones S− and S+, defined
in [75] as the S-yield and S-cost, where the reference set A consists of equilibrium states.
In [136], this approach to thermodynamics was directly related to the manifestly resource-
theoretic approach [60, 14], and it was shown that S, S−, and S+ correspond to versions
of the Helmholtz free energy introduced in [56].
Example 4.10 (entanglement rank as cost). In the resource theory of bipartite entan-
glement, entanglement rank [119] is a monotone that can be expressed as a cost for the
Schmidt rank of pure states as explained in detail in [49].
Example 4.11 (convex roof extension as a cost costruction). Similarly, the entanglement
of formation [10] can also be seen as an instance of the generalized cost construction if we
let A be the set of all pure state ensembles and we let f be the convex extension of the
entanglement entropy of bipartite pure states to ensembles. That is, for an ensemble (or,
equivalently, a hybrid quantum-classical state) of pure quantum states ρj with probabilities









where f(ρj) is the standard entanglement entropy of ρj. More generally, any monotone
obtained by the convex roof extension method [123, 130, 124] arises as a cost monotone in
such a way. One can recognize that the property of strong monotonicity, which is necessary
for the convex roof construction to be applicable to a pure state monotone, corresponds to
the monotonicity of fens.
Example 4.12 (yield and cost for nonclassical correlations). One of the resource theories
where cost and yield monotones as presented here have been used explicitly is the resource
theory of nonclassicality of common-cause boxes [140]. The resources are bipartite classical
channels (also known as “boxes” in this context) represented by a conditional probability
3Both of the examples presented here also have their dual counterparts of course. They are called the
single-shot entanglement yield and single-shot nonuniformity cost respectively.
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and thought of as a stochastic map S ⊗ T → X ⊗ Y . X and Y represent the spaces of
outcomes for the two parties, while S and T are the respective settings. Moreover, the
boxes are required to be non-signalling, so that they can be conceivably interpreted as
describing a common-cause relationship between the two parties (with no direct causal
influence S → Y or T → X mediating their interaction). This is the set-up relevant for
experiments demonstrating violations of Bell inequalities. The free boxes are those that
can be explained with a common cause mediated by a classical variable. The resource
theory then allows us to compare nonclassical behaviours by means of their resourcefulness







and only use classical variables Λ as common causes.
The maximal amount by which a given box violates a Bell inequality is a resource
monotone, as it arises via the yield construction. For instance, one may use the violation
of the famous CHSH inequality. This gives a measure, which can be alternatively expressed
also as a weight or robustness monotone as well [140, corollary 18]. While Bell inequalities
delineate the set of free resources precisely, they are insufficient for the characterization of
the resource ordering via such yield constructions. However, as shown in [140, section 7.1],
even a single additional monotone can help uncover a range of properties of the resource
ordering inaccessible by considering violations of Bell inequalities alone. The specific one
used therein uses the cost construction. Specifically, the gold standard resources (A) are
given by the chain of boxes interpolating between a PR box at the top of the order and a
classical box that is a noisy version thereof. Notably, both of the monotones from [140],
yield relative to CHSH inequality violations and cost with respect to noisy PR boxes, have
a closed-form expression as shown in section 6.3 there. They may thus aid in discovering
explicit formulas for yield and cost monotones in a broader context.
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Example 4.13 (changing the type of resources being evaluated). The general constructions
of f -yield and the f -cost allow one to extend monotones defined for a particular type of
resources to other types. A particularly useful example of such a translation is the extension
of monotones for states to monotones for higher-order processes within the same resource
theory; such as channels, measurements, or combs. For instance, in entanglement theory,
one can define a monotone for channels from a monotone for states, such as the cost of
implementing a given channel (measured in the terms of the number of e-bits used). Let us
elaborate on this procedure in a general universally combinable resource theory obtained
from a partitioned process theory [22] as in example 3.3. Let f : A → R be a function
whose domain A is the set of all states in the process theory. Then we can express f -yield
for a particular channel φ as
φf -yield = sup φf
ρ
ψ ψ ∈ Tfree
ρ ∈ Tfree
(4.26)
The argument of f in the optimization on the right-hand side is the most general state
which can be obtained from φ for free. It consists of a correlated pre- and post-processing
by free transformations ρ and ψ with the constraint that ρ has a trivial input, i.e. it is a
state. If furthermore f is a monotone on its domain so that it satisfies f(ψ ◦ τ) ≤ f(τ) for
any state τ and any free channel ψ, we can simplify f -yield to
φf -yield = sup φf
ρ
ρ ∈ Xfree (4.27)
Likewise, we can express the f -cost as
φf -cost = inf f ρ φ =
ψ
ρ
and ψ ∈ Xfree (4.28)
These kinds of constructions have appeared in the works on resource theories of quantum
channels [77, 76, 50], where the proposed monotones for channels are defined via channel
divergences (see example 4.14). However, as theorem 2 of [50] shows, they can be also
equivalently seen as originating from monotones for states (defined via state divergences).
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Example 4.14 (yield applied to pairs of resources). Generalized channel divergences [71]
arise from the generalized yield construction when thinking about the resource theory of
pairs of resources, i.e. a resource theory of distinguishability [134]. More details on pairs
(and other tuples) of resources and in what way they constitute a resource theory can be
found in section 4.3.3.
4.2.2 Generalized Cost and Yield
Besides varying the root monotone in the Broad Scheme, one can also vary the mediating
isotone. In particular, ↓ and ↑ are not the only isotones mapping (X,) to (DC(X),⊇)
and (UC(X),⊆) respectively.
Definition 4.15. Let U ∈ P(T ) be a set of individual transformations. The U -image





U . {y} =
⋃
Z⊆Y
U . Z = U . Y. (4.29)
On the other hand, the U -preimage map is a map ↑U : P(X) → P(X) given for each




∣∣ y ∈ U . z }, (4.30)








∣∣ ↓U(z) ∩ Y 6= ∅}. (4.31)
With this notation, we can see that ↓ is just ↓Tfree while ↑ coincides with ↑Tfree . Unlike
for ↓ and ↑, there is not neccesarily a preorder on X for which the maps ↓U and ↑U are the
downward and upward closure operations respectively. In order for that to be the case,
Y 7→ U . Y would have to be both reflexive and transitive (recall definition 2.39) element
of the quantale of all suplattice endomorphisms in which quantale multiplication is given
by sequential composition.
Lemma 4.16. Let U, V be sets of individual transformations in a concrete resource theory.
The respective image and preimage maps satisfy
↓U ◦ ↓V = ↓U?V ↑U ◦ ↑V = ↑V ?U . (4.32)
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Proof. The first equality follows directly from the definition of image maps. We can prove
the second one as follows. Let Y be an arbitrary set of resources. If z is an element of
↑U ◦ ↑V (Y ), then there must exist an x ∈ ↑V (Y ) such that x ∈ U . z holds. Additionally,
there is also a corresponding y ∈ Y satisfying y ∈ V .x. Therefore, we have y ∈ V . (U .z)
and thus z ∈ ↑V ?U(Y ), so that
↑U ◦ ↑V (Y ) ⊆ ↑V ?U(Y ) (4.33)
holds.
On the other hand, if z is an element of ↑V ?U(Y ), then there exists a y ∈ Y which is
an element of (V ?U) . z. Thus, there is an x ∈ U . z which is also in ↑V (y), which in turn
implies z ∈ ↑U ◦ ↑V (Y ) and
↑U ◦ ↑V (Y ) ⊇ ↑V ?U(Y ). (4.34)
Consequently ↑U ◦ ↑V (Y ) is equal to ↑V ?U(Y ) for all Y ∈ P(X), which completes the
proof.
Lemma 4.16 shows that if S ∈ P(T ) is left-invariant (see definition 3.19), then ↓S(Y )
is downward closed for all Y . On the other hand, if D is right-invariant, then ↑D(Y ) is
upward closed for all Y .
Example 4.17. Consider an extension of example 3.18 in which there are two copies of
every individual resource, one primed and one unprimed. The free transformations are the
same, but one cannot turn primed resources into unprimed ones or vice versa for free. Also
let u be the transformation with the following transitions (again, suppressing identities on














where the fact that 0 and 0′ have no outgoing transitions on the right indicates that both
u . 0 and u . 0′ are the empty set in P(X). The left (and right) invariant sets defined by
left (and right) augmentation of u act as
2
0
1Tfree ? u :
2′
0′








If we denote Tfree ? u by S and u ? Tfree by D, then the diagrams in (4.36) give us an easy
way to read off the S-preimage and D-image maps which will be useful for getting intuition
about generalized cost and yield.
We now present sufficient conditions for ↓U and ↑U to be order-preserving.
Lemma 4.18. Given a right-invariant D ∈ P(T ), the D-image map is an isotone of type
↓D : (P(X),enh)→ (P(X),⊇).
Proof. By lemma 2.23, we have Y enh Z ⇐⇒ ↓(Y ) ⊇ ↓(Z). Since ↓D is a
suplatice homomorphism by definition, it preserves the underlying lattice order relation ⊇
(see (2.20) for an explicit argument). As a consquence, relation ↓(Y ) ⊇ ↓(Z) implies
↓D ◦ ↓(Y ) ⊇ ↓D ◦ ↓(Z). By lemma 4.16 and the assumption of right invariance of D, this
is then equivalent to ↓D(Y ) ⊇ ↓D(Z), which is what we wanted to show.
Note, however, that the set ↓D(Y ) is in general not downward closed and thus ↓D need
not be an isotone of type (P(X),enh)→ (DC(X),⊇). Indeed, as we mention above, this
is the case only if D is both left and right-invariant.
Lemma 4.19. Given a left-invariant S ∈ P(T ), the S-preimage map is an isotone of type
↑S : (P(X),deg)→ (P(X),⊆).
Proof. The proof is analogous to the one of lemma 4.18. Instead of repeating it, let us











That is, if y  z holds, then for any x that can be converted to y by a transformation in
S, there is also a transition x 7→ z afforded by S.
As a consequence, we can use the ↓D and ↑S as mediating isotones, restricting their
domain to X. Indeed, both enh and deg coincide with the resource ordering on singleton
sets by definition.
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Example 4.20. We can illustrate the resulting monotones on example 4.17, choosing A to
be {0, 1, 2} and f to be the function that returns the name of the resource as in example 4.5.
The standard f -yield and f -cost cannot differentiate between the primed resources—they
are all assigned the same value. However, replacing ↓ with ↓D as the mediating isotone
leads to a new monotone f -yieldD that can separate them. For a given x, f -yieldD(x) is
the largest value of f among the resources (in A) that can be obtained from x by applying
D to it. In particular, if D is u ? Tfree, then from diagram (4.35) we can read-off:
f -yieldD(2
′) = 1 f -yieldD(1
′) = 0 f -yieldD(0
′) = −∞. (4.38)
Similarly, replacing ↑ with ↑S as the mediating isotone leads to a new monotone f -costS.
Specifically, f -costS(x) is the smallest value of f among the resources (in A) that can be
converted to x by applying S to them. In our toy example, setting S = Tfree ? u, we have
f -costS(2
′) =∞ f -costS(1′) = 2 f -costS(0′) = 1. (4.39)
Theorem 4.21 (generalized yield). Let (P(T ),P(X), .) be a concrete resource theory with
free transformations Tfree. Furthermore, let f : X → R be a partial function with domain
A, and let D be a right-invariant subset of T . The f -yield relative to the D-image map,
f -yieldD : X → R, defined via





is a resource monotone.
Proof. By lemma 4.18 and corollary 2.33, both ↓D and sup ◦f∗ are isotones and therefore
f -yieldD is too.
Theorem 4.22 (generalized cost). Given the same set-up as in theorem 4.21, let S be a
left-invariant subset of T . The f -cost relative to the S-preimage map, f -costS : R → R,
defined via





is a resource monotone.
Proof. By lemma 4.19 and corollary 2.33, both ↑S and inf ◦f∗ are isotones and therefore
f -costS is too.
Unpacking the definitions, we can express the generalized yield and cost monotones as
f -yieldD(x) = sup
{
f(y)
∣∣ y ∈ D . x and y ∈ A}
f -costS(x) = inf
{
f(y)
∣∣ x ∈ S . y and y ∈ A}. (4.42)
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Note that f -yieldD and f -costS are also order-preserving when we consider them as maps
(P(X),enh)→ (R,≥) and (P(X),deg)→ (R,≥) respectively. This follows if we do not
restrict the mediating isotones to the singletons.
There are two basic reasons why one might want to use f -yieldD (or f -costS) instead
of f -yield (or f -cost). On the one hand, an invariant set D (or S) different from Tfree can
be easier to work with either algebraically or numerically when evaluating the monotone
explicitly. This is a common practice in many resource theories in which Tfree is not
straightforward to work with. For example, LOCC operations in entanglement theory get
replaced by separable operations, noisy operations in nonuniformity theory get replaced
by unital operations, and thermal operations in athermality theory get replaced by Gibbs-
preserving operations.
On the other hand, f -yieldD and f -costS can give us new interesting monotones distinct
from f -yield and f -cost. Here we give a simple example of how one could use these
constructions for D 6= Tfree in practice, similar in flavour to the toy example 4.20.
Example 4.23. Consider a (universally combinable) resource theory defined from a
partitioned process theory as in example 3.3, in which there are no free states. Such
resource theories arise naturally when we consider multi-resource theories [110, 111] such
as the resource theory of work and heat [112]. Since a channel can only be converted to
a state by applying it to a state as in the right-hand side of equation (4.26), there is no
way to convert a channel to a state for free in this case. Therefore, evaluating f -yield for
a function f defined on states only leads to a trivial (i.e. constant) monotone for channels.
We would not be able to use this construction to extend monotones for states to monotones
for channels. One can instead use a right-invariant set D that does include some states, in
which case f -yieldD becomes a non-trivial monotone for channels in the resource theory. A
choice of D that is guaranteed to be invariant and include some states is the augmentation
D = Rfree U of a set of resources U which includes states. The set Rfree U can contain
more states than those in U of course. In particular, it contains any other state one could
obtain from those in U for free.
Every set Rfree  U is invariant, but it need not be idempotent, in which case it is
not a candidate for the set of free resources in a universally combinable resource theory.
Nevertheless, we can use it in generalized yield and cost constructions. One way to
interpret4 taking the images and preimages with respect to Rfree  U is as follows. They
specify what can be achieved by an agent who, in addition to having access to the free
4This interpretation is valid if the discarding operation is a free resource or else if U contains the neutral
set 1.
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resources in unlimited supply, also has access to a single resource from U . Of course, if
Rfree  U is closed under , then we can think of it as describing access to both Rfree and
U in unlimited supply. The generalized cost and yield end up being standard cost and
yield constructions in the universally combinable resource theory with free resources given
by D.
4.3 Translating Monotones
4.3.1 Cost and Yield as Translations
Let us change the mediating preordered sets in constructing monotones via the Broad
Scheme. In section 4.2, we looked at DC(X) and UC(X) as possible choices, and we made
use of the fact that the ordering on each is defined in terms of subset inclusion in P(R).
In the present section, we investigate what can be said about the case when the mediating
set corresponds to sets of resources in another resource theory (P(S),P(W ), .). That is,
we consider mediating preordered sets (P(W ),enh) and (P(W ),deg). By corollary 2.32,
any resource monotone f : W → R gives rise to two root monotones


















Since the target monotones are going to be resource measures for the resource theory
(P(T ),P(X), .), we can view this instance of the Broad Scheme as giving prescriptions for
translating monotones from one resource theory to another.
First of all, let us look at a particularly simple case of the root and target resource
theories being identical. One mediating isotone we can use is the U -image map whenever
Tfree ? U ⊇ U ? Tfree (4.44)






(R,≥)↓U sup f∗ (4.45)
which is similar to f -yieldU , but not quite the same. In particular, U need not be right-
invariant and f has to be a monotone on its domain in this case. At the formal level, every
target monotone of the above form can be expressed as a generalized yield monotone.
However, in practice, using ↓U for a set U that is not right-invariant may be beneficial
because it can result in reduction of the feasible set in the optimization.
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Example 4.24. In example 4.17, the set U := u ∪ 1 satisfies the desired relation (4.44),
where 1 denotes the neutral set of transformations that leave all x in their domain fixed.
The monotone sup ◦f∗ ◦ ↓U is identical to f -yieldD with D = u ? Tfree, but since U induces
fewer non-trivial transitions, it may be preferred in certain contexts.
Example 4.25. In a universally combinable resource theory, condition (4.44) is automat-
ically satisfied for any U with equality of course. Thus, augmentation by an arbitrary set
of resources U ∈ P(R) (see definition 2.43) is a valid mediating isotone that allows one to
translate monotones for the U -catalytic ordering defined in (3.24) to ones for the original
resource ordering.
Example 4.26. Once again in the universally combinable case, we can define a map
Copy2 : (R,)→ (P(R),enh) via
Copy2(r) := r  r. (4.46)
Given that s ∈ Rfree r implies s s ∈ (Rfree r) (Rfree r) = Rfree (r r), it follows
that s  r implies s  s  r  r, and consequently Copy2 is an isotone. The same works
for the map Copyn : R→ P(R) given by the n-fold universal combination.
In order to obtain similar kinds of isotones for degradation ordering, we need a dual
version of lemma 3.17, which in effect generalizes lemma 4.19.
Lemma 4.27. Consider a concrete resource theory and a set of transformations U that
satisfies
Tfree ? U ⊆ U ? Tfree. (4.47)
Then we have
Y deg Z =⇒ ↑U(Y ) deg ↑U(Z) (4.48)
or, in other words, the map ↑U : (P(X),deg)→ (P(X),deg) is an isotone.
Proof. By lemma 2.27 and the fact that preimage maps are suplattice homomorphisms,
we have
Y deg Z ⇐⇒ ↑(Y ) ⊆ ↑(Z) =⇒ ↑U ◦ ↑(Y ) ⊆ ↑U ◦ ↑(Z). (4.49)
By lemma 4.16, the latter is equivalent to
↑Tfree?U(Y ) ⊆ ↑Tfree?U(Z). (4.50)
Now, for arbitrary set of transformations V ′ and a subset V thereof, definition of preimage
maps directly implies
↑V (S) ⊆ ↑V ′(S) (4.51)
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for all S ∈ P(X). Since we have U ⊆ Tfree ? U and Tfree ? U ⊆ U ? Tfree, using this fact in
conjunction with relation (4.50) gives
↑U(Y ) ⊆ ↑Tfree?U(Y ) ⊆ ↑Tfree?U(Z) ⊆ ↑U?Tfree(Z). (4.52)










which is equivalent to the consequent of implication (4.48) by lemma 2.27.
Consequently, for any U satsfying (4.47) and any (partial) monotone f , we get another





(R,≥)↑U inf f∗ (4.54)
4.3.2 Translating Measures of Distinguishability: Examples
Many resource theories of interest either have an information-theoretic flavour or explicitly
describe resources of information. It is no surprise then, that in these resource theories,
measures of information often crop up as resource monotones or as building blocks for
them. As we describe below, to many concrete resource theories it is possible to associate
an “information theory” where the resources constitute the alphabet used to encode a
classical message. This association can then be used to understand such results in greater
generality.
Consider a quantum resource theory of states constructed as in example 3.13. That is,
X is the set of all quantum states, T is the set of all quantum channels, and Xfree contains
states considered to be free. In particular, Xfree is the free image of the unique state on
the trivial system I. A contraction in such a quantale module is a real-valued function f
of pairs of quantum states that satisfies the data processing inequality





for all states ρ and σ and all channels Φ. Usually, we consider f to be defined only when
ρ and σ are states on the same system. Thus, f is a partial function of type X ×X → R.
We now provide a couple of examples of monotone constructions based on contractions
that we aim to understand and generalize here.
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Example 4.28 (minimal distinguishability from free resources). Given a contraction, it is
well-known that one can obtain a monotone by minimizing its value over the set of all free




∣∣ σ ∈ Xfree } (4.56)
is a resource monotone. In the resource theory of quantum entanglement, a popular
measure of this type is the relative entropy of entanglement [128]. Various other monotones
based on contractive distance measures such as the trace distance, relative Rényi entropies
[92], and many others arise in this way as well. An extensive overview of these kinds of
monotones can be found in [20].
Example 4.29. Consider a quantum resource theory of G-asymmetry with respect to a




for each g ∈ G. It is one where the free channels are G-covariant (see definition 3.24) with
respect to the G-action ϕ on quantum states. Let γµ be the twirling map weighted by a













The proof of monotonicity relies on the fact that any free operation mapping ρ to σ also
maps γµ(ρ) to γµ(σ), since a twirling map commutes with every G-covariant operation. It
is worth considering some special cases of this monotone. If µ is the Dirac delta measure
supported on g0 ∈ G, so that m(ρ) = f(ρ, ϕg0(ρ)), then the monotone quantifies how
distinguishable ρ is from its image under the action of g0. If µ is the Haar measure,
then m quantifies how distinguishable ρ is from its “uniformly twirled” counterpart. One
can then understand the monotonicity of these functions intuitively as the statement that
more asymmetric states are more distinguishable from their rotated and uniformly twirled
counterparts. Furthermore, note that one can also obtain a monotone from a contraction
and a pair of distributions, µ and ν, given by m(ρ) = f(γµ(ρ), γν(ρ)) [85].
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4.3.3 Resource Theories of Distinguishability
In order to understand monotones obtained from contractions (examples 4.28 and 4.29)
as special cases of the Broad Scheme and to thereby generalize them, we introduce a
class of resource theories in which contractions are resource monotones. Thus, we now
take a detour from the discussion of resource measures to describe a general construction
of resource theories of distinguishability. That is, for a concrete resource theory with
underlying quantale module (P(T ),P(X), .) and a set of hypothses H, the corresponding
resources and transformations are given by assignments
H → R and H → T. (4.60)
Thinking of these as tuples indexed by H, we write RH and TH for the sets of all encodings
of individual resources and transformations respectively. In the resource theory of H-
distinguishability, the suplattices of resources and transformations are thus power sets
P(RH) and P(TH).
The free transformations among TH are the constant encodings—ones that do not
depend on H. That is, they can be implemented without knowing the value of the
hypothesis. The resources that are close to the top of the resulting resource ordering are
thus thought to be highly informative about the hypothesis H. Indeed, any information
about H carried by an encoding after a free transformation is applied must have already
been present in the original encoding before the transformation. Alternatively, we can
think of the free transformations as those that preserve indistinguishability of resources.
However, to prescribe the right notion of composition under which free transformations
are closed, we need the original quantale (P(T ), ?) to have extra properties.
Example 4.30. Let us look at a toy example of what might be the issue in the completely
general case. Consider s, t ∈ T whose composite s ? t is not a singleton. For concreteness,
let s ? t be equal to {u1, u2} for some u1, u2 ∈ T .
Let H be a binary hypothesis. Then (s, s) and (t, t) are both constant encodings and
therefore free transformations in the resource theory of H-distinguishability. What should
the composite (s, s) ? (t, t) be as an element of P(TH)? It cannot be the set{
(u1, u1), (u1, u2), (u2, u1), (u2, u2)
}
≈ (s ? t, s ? t) (4.61)
because it would contain elements that are not free! In other words, if we think of u1 and
u2 as different ways in which s and t can be combined, then to obtain (4.61), one would
need to have the ability to combine s and t in a way that depends on the value of H.
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Instead, we might expect that (s, s) ? (t, t) should be equal to {(u1, u1), (u2, u2)}, so that
H cannot inform one about the way in which to combine s and t.
This raises the question of what the composition of non-constant encodings ought to be.
For illustrative purposes, consider another transformation r ∈ T which satisfies s ? r = {v}
for some v ∈ T . There are at least four alternatives for what the composition (s, s) ? (r, t)









and it is not clear which one is the right choice. We claim that this question is
underdetermined. What we are lacking is the data specifying whether the way in which
s and r are to be combined to obtain v is the same as the way in which s and t can be
combined to obtain u1 (or u2).
One could argue that the right setting to include this kind of data is in the context of
resource theories with “types”. This approach is sketched in [44, appendix C]. However,
typed resource theories are beyond the scope of this thesis, we merely mention the steps one
could take to extend the present framework to include resource types in chapter 6. Instead,
we make a more abstract assumption about the nature of the quantale composition that
allows us to carry out this construction and subsumes typed resource theories.5
Definition 4.31. A uniquely atomistic quantale module (P(T ),P(X), .) is listable if
there is a set I such that for all s, t ∈ T and x ∈ X we have
s ? t =
⋃
i∈I
s ?i t t . x =
⋃
i∈I
t .i x (4.63)
where each s ?i t and each t .i x is either a singleton or an empty set. Furthermore, we
require that for all i, j ∈ I we have
(s ?i t) ?j u = s ?i (t ?j u) (s ?i t) .j x = s .i (t .j x) (4.64)
so that, in particular, each (P(T ), ?i) is a (not necessarily unital) quantale and each
(P(T ),P(X), .i) is a (not necessarily unital) quantale module.
In other words, (P(T ), ?) can be seen as the quantale associated to a collection of partial
semigroups (one for each i) as in example 2.36. Additinally, definition 4.31 postulates that
each of the semigroups comes with a (partial) action on X.
5Strictly speaking, it subsumes only those typed resource theories that are “small” in the sense that
they form a small category.
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We think of the index set I as part of the data specifying a listable quantale module.
That is, when speaking of a listable quantale module (or a listable resource theory), we
presume that it comes with a choice of the index set I. In this sense, a fixed quantale
module could be associated with multiple listable quantale modules. Many concrete
resource theories from the literature are resource theories of states in the sense of (3.13), in
which case there is only one mode of composition and I is thus a singleton. We use these
in many examples that follow since they tend to be easier to get an intuitive understanding
of. For future reference, listable resource theories with |I| = 1 are called unimodular.
Example 4.32. Quantale modules arising from process theories as described in exam-
ples 3.14 and 3.15 provide further examples of listable ones. To provide more details, we
need to be careful about what we mean by a diagram in a process theory. Specifying a list
of contractions between processes requires us to be able to identify which wires are being
contracted. That is why we need to give names to them. These names differ from the wire
types that are commonly used in process theories. Types of wires tell us which contrac-
tions are not implementable. Two distinct wires of a process can have the same type. This
encodes that they share the restriction on which other wires they may be plugged into.
Since we want to use wire names to refer to a specific wire, the names of wires should be
distinct.
Let us illustrate this on the quantale module from example 3.14. We denote the name





depicts a process whose input wire is called “1” and whose output wire is called “2”. A
contraction between two such labelled processes can be specified by a relation between their
names. Not every wire has to be contracted, but a given wire can only be plugged into at
most one wire. That is why the relation specify a contraction should be a partial injective
function. If we use the natural number to label wires, then the index set I consists of all
partial injective functions N→ N.








































where g and h are the relations (specified as subsets of N× N here)
g := ∅ h := {(1, 4)} (4.69)
respectively. By convention, the first label in the pair gives the name of the wire of the
left process (i.e. s here) to be contracted with the wire of the right process (i.e. t) referred
to by the second label in the pair. In the case of the quantale analyzed here (i.e. the one
from example 3.14), the first label thus has to refer to an input wire while the second label
refers to an output wire, otherwise the contraction is not allowed. This would not be true
in other quantales such as the one from example 3.3. Note that other choices of g and h
can also give rise to the same contractions, such as
g = {(5, 5)} h = {(1, 4), (5, 5)} (4.70)
but not
g = {(1, 1)} h = {(1, 4), (2, 3)}. (4.71)
In the latter case, both s ?g t and s ?h t would be the empty set of processes, as opposed to











?f = ∅ (4.72)
for f = {(3, 2)}, because the output wire of s has a different type compared to the input
wire of t so that they cannot be contracted.
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The very same indexing can be used for the action . of channels on states. The only
difference is that the result is an empty set of states whenever there are some input wires
of the channel left uncontracted. As for the second instance of composition of process with











The composition of the above s and t consists of 4 distinct processes which can be described
by the following contractions that correspond to the choice of g, h, e, f from the index set











































The above discussion can be made more precise by introducing interfaces and ports
as defined in [58, section 1.3B]. However, we do not need these notions here and thus we
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now return to the general discussion building up to the definition of resource theories of
distinguishability.
Example 4.33. Returning to example 4.30, we can now show how to answer the question
of what the composition (s, s)?(r, t) should be, provided that the original quantale module
is listable. Let I be the set {1, 2, 3} and let
s ?1 t = u1 s ?2 t = u2 s ?3 t = ∅ (4.74)
for instance. Table 4.1 depicts four different cases of how s ? r = v could arise via the left
equation in (4.63) and the resulting (s, s)? (r, t) that corresponds to each. The idea is that
when we combine (s, s) with (r, t), any of the choices in I is allowed as long as it is the
same choice for all hypotheses in H. As we can see, all the candidates from (4.62) do arise.
s ?1 r : v ∅ v ∅
s ?2 r : ∅ v v ∅
s ?3 r : ∅ ∅ ∅ v
(s, s) ? (r, t) : (v, u1) (v, u2) (v, u1) ∪ (v, u2) ∅
Table 4.1: First three rows show four of the possibilities for what s ?i r could be. The last
row gives the associated (s, s) ? (r, t) in each case.




s1, s2, . . . , sk
)
∈ TH t =
(
t1, t2, . . . , tk
)
∈ TH (4.75)
in a listable quantale module, we define




s1 ?i t1, s2 ?i t2, . . . , sk ?i tk
)}
. (4.76)
Similarly for any encoding of resources x ∈ XH , we define








Furthermore, both of these can be extended to sets of encodings by requiring compat-
ibility with unions. Properties (4.64) then ensure that we get a quantale module
(P(TH),P(XH), .) which, when equipped with free transformations given by
THunif :=
{
(t, t, . . . , t)
∣∣ t ∈ T }. (4.78)
defines the resource theory of (unconstrained) H-distinguishability associated
to a listable quantale module (P(T ),P(X), .). Its resource ordering is denoted by
(P(XH),unif).
In the context of quantum theory, there have been several works investigating such
resource theories [134, 133, 63, 101]. A relevant earlier investigation of the conditions
for conversions of tuples of quantum states can be found in [18]. On the other hand,
for classical probability theory, the resource ordering of distinguishability is known as the
Blackwell order for comparison of statistical experiments [12] as well as matrix majorization
[27] in the case of finite sample spaces. We give more details on the latter in chapter 5.
Alternatively, we can think of the resource theory of H-distinguishability as a resource
theory of asymmetry with respect to permutations of H. For example, in a unimodular
theory, permutation-covariance of reads
∀x ∈ X, ∀i, j : ti . x = tj . x (4.79)
which in many ciscumstances implies that the individual transformations ti are in fact
identical in T.
Remark 4.34. It should be noted that definition 4.31 as given here is not quite strong
enough to guarantee that (P(TH), ?) has a unit and that THunif is reflexive. We nevertheless
assume this to be the case so that we can use the framework of resource theories in the sense
of definition 3.10. There are different ways in which this assumption can be born out in
practice. For example, in quantales arising from process theories as in example 2.38, there is
a single transformation in the neutral set—the empty diagram. Moreover, there is a single
element i of I—the parallel composition (i.e. diagram placement with no contractions)—
such that 1 ?i t = t = t ?i 1. In such situations, (P(T
H), ?) is guaranteed to be unital and
THunif is necessarily reflexive.
If we now return to the definition of contractions for quantum states via data
processing inequality (4.55), we can see that monotones in the resource theory of {0, 1}-
distinguishability provide a suitable generalization of this notion. We thus refer to
monotones in this resource theory as contractions. Analogously, a monotone in the
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resource theory of H-distinguishability is termed a k-contraction, where k denotes the
cardinality of H.
These concepts have been implicitly present in some of the definitions in quantum
theory. For instance, the diamond norm6 distance is a contraction in the binary hypothesis
case. In particular, it is a contraction for quantum channels obtained via the yield
construction from a contraction for states—the trace norm distance.
Example 4.35 (diamond norm as yield). Let φ, ψ be two quantum channels with identical
input and output systems. The completely bounded trace norm distance between φ and ψ
is given by ∥∥φ− ψ∥∥ = sup{∥∥(φ⊗ id) ◦ ρ− (ψ ⊗ id) ◦ ρ∥∥1 ∣∣∣ ρ is a state} (4.80)
where ρ is a quantum state on a bipartite system, one part of which is the input system
of the channels. This matches the form of equation (4.27) if we identify f as the trace
norm distance. The fact that f is indeed a contraction is necessary in order to simplify
the expression from (4.26) to the one of (4.27).
Further restriction on the free encodings can be imposed if we require that these have
to come from some set of free transformations Tfree specified independently. That is, we
may define the free transformations to be7
THfree :=
{
(t, t, . . . , t)
∣∣ t ∈ Tfree } (4.81)
instead of those given by equation (4.78). In this way, we get a resource theory of
(constrained) H-distinguishability associated to a listable resource theory. Its resource
ordering is usually denoted by (P(XH),).
A resource theory of constrained distinguishability describes the capabilities of an
agent who, in addition to having no a priori knowledge of the hypothesis, also has a
restriction on the allowed processings in the form of Tfree as a subset T . Since we can
recover the unconstrained theory by setting Tfree = T , in what follows we work with the
constrained case (without explicit mention) unless stated otherwise. As such, when we
mention (k-)contractions in the subsequent sections of chapter 4, we only require that they
are monotones under THfree. Of course, any contraction with respect to all transformations
satisfies that requirement, since THfree is a subset of T
H
unif for any set of free transformations
Tfree.
6Diamond norm is also known as the completely bounded trace norm.
7Note that THfree as given here is very different from (Tfree)
H . Since we don’t use the latter, this notation
clash should not be too confusing.
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4.3.4 Monotones from Equivariant Maps
We now describe a generalization of the monotone construction in example 4.29 which
applies to listable resource theories. Although similar ideas can be used for any hypothesis,
we focus on the binary case with H given by 2 = {0, 1}. We take the resource ordering
(P(X2),) in the resource theory of constrained distinguishability to be the mediating
preordered set. A root monotone is therefore sup ◦f∗ for a particular choice of a contraction
f : X2 → R.
Consider a function φ : X → P(X) or, in other words, an endomorphism of the
suplattice of resources. We say that φ is oplax equivariant (with respect to free
transformations) if it satisfies





for all i ∈ I, all t ∈ Tfree and all x ∈ X. In some sense, this condition bears resemblance
to (4.44), but here it is applied atom-wise and for each i separately.
Example 4.36. Given a unimodular8 resource theory of asymmetry (section 3.3.4), the free
transformations are defined so that every representation ϕg of an element of the symmetry
group satisfies (4.82) with equality. If the resource theory comes with a convex structure
(section 4.3.6), then any twirling map γµ given by an average over {ϕg}g∈G does as well.
In analogy to example 4.29, we take the mediating isotone to be the map that sends x
to the binary encoding of x versus φ(x).





:= { (x, a) | a ∈ φ(x) } (4.83)
is an isotone of type (X,)→ (P(X2),).
Note that (x, φ(x)) is not an element of P(X2), we merely use it as a shorthand for the
expression on the right.
Proof. If x  y holds, then there is a free transformation t such that y is an element of
t . x. Since the theory is listable, there ought to be an i ∈ I for which y equals t .i x.
Thus, we get
φ(y) = φ(t .i x) ⊆ t .i φ(x) (4.84)
8The same holds for a listable resource theory of asymmetry that is not unimodular, but one has to
adapt definition 3.24 of covariant transformations to require covariance for each i independently.
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as φ is presumed to be oplax equivariant with respect to free transformations. In particular,
for every b ∈ φ(y), there exists an ab ∈ φ(x) for which b = t .i ab holds. The assignment of
(x, ab) to (y, b) is therefore an enhancement of type (y, φ(y))→ (x, φ(x)), since we have
(t, t) . (x, ab) ⊇ (t, t) .i (x, ab) = (t .i x, t .i ab) = (y, b) (4.85)
for each b. As a result, (x, φ(x))  (y, φ(y)) holds by lemma 2.52, and the statement of
lemma 4.37 follows.
Using the Broad Scheme, we can construct a resource monotone for any contraction f
and any oplax equivariant φ, defined as




= sup{ f(x, a) | a ∈ φ(x) }. (4.86)
Whenever φ is a single-valued function X → X, there is no optimization to perform.
Choosing φ to be the twirling map, we recover the monotone from example 4.29.
Remark 4.38. Basically the same proof as that of lemma 4.37 can be also used to show








∣∣ a ∈ φ1(x), c ∈ φ2(x)} (4.87)
is an isotone of the same type. In the context of resource theories of asymmetry, we then
recovers the monotone construction with two twirling maps mentioned at the very end of
example 4.29.
Example 4.39 (bridge lemma). One can extend the argument from lemma 4.37 to
hypothesis variables of higher cardinality, such as the symmetry group G in a resource
theory of asymmetry.9 Using the oplax equivariant maps provided by representations ϕg






To each resource x, orb(x) assigns the corresponging G-orbit. Its isotonicity can be also
viewed as a consequence of proposition 3.35 because orb constitutes the resource part
of a resource theory morphism (unif, orb) where unif : T → TG sends each individual
transformation to the uniform tuple
unif(t) := (t)g∈G (4.89)
9In order to avoid unnecessary detail, let us consider finite groups only here.
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and its action can be extended to sets of transformations so as to impose compatibility
with unions.
Since the free transformations in a resource theory of constrained distinguisha-
bility form a subset of the unconstrained ones, the identity map is an isotone of type
(XG,)→ (XG,unif) where unif is the resource ordering of unconstrained distinguisha-
bility. Thus, we get an isotone orb: (X,)→ (XG,unif) that maps G-asymmetry proper-
ties of resources in X to the distinguishability properties of their orbits under the G-action.
It can thus act as the mediating isotone in the Broad Scheme that allows us to translate
distinguishability monotones (i.e. contractions) to asymmetry monotones. If the resource
theory of G-asymmetry is also a convex resource theory (see section 4.3.6), then orb is an
order-embedding. That is, when restricted to encodings that are G-orbits, the distinguisha-
bility preorder (XG,unif) is equivalent to the asymmetry preorder (X,). The proof can
be found in [85, lemma 7] for the special case of quantum resource theories, but it is no
different in the general case. In this way, orb establishes a “bridge” between asymmetry
and distinguishability.
Besides twirling maps in resource theories of asymmetry, there are functions in other
resource theories which are oplax equivariant with respect to free operations.
Example 4.40. In the resource theory of athermality, one can take the oplax equivariant
map φ to be the thermalization map ϕp. Specifically, it is the discarding map followed
by a preparation of the thermal state ρtherm for the system just discarded. Monotones
constructed in this way describe the thermo-majorization order [56], a special case of
relative majorization first introduced in [129]. They arise by pulling back the matrix
majorization order along the mediating isotone x 7→ (x, ϕp(x)) = (x, ρtherm). In the special
case of trivial Hamiltonians, we obtain the resource theory of nonuniformity, in which the
general thermal states are replaced by uniform probability distributions.
Example 4.41. A similar example arises in resource theories wherein the free operations
are local, i.e. those which are of tensor product form for some prespecified partition. The
free transformations are M -covariant with respect to the map that sends resources to
the tensor product of their projections. These are generally not resource theories of M -
asymmetry, since we exclude certain covariant transformations (such as swapping) from the
free set. Nevertheless, the same monotone construction can be applied, because monotones
for M -covariant transformations are automatically order-preserving also for any subset
thereof (such as local operations). If ρ denotes a bipartite state on the joint system α⊗ β
and ρα⊗ρβ is the tensor product of its projections (or “marginals”), the resulting monotone
is
m(ρ) = f(ρ, ρα ⊗ ρβ). (4.90)
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Choosing f to be the relative entropy, for instance, gives rise to the mutual information
I(α ; β).
4.3.5 Minimal Distinguishability as a Monotone
Let us turn to the question of generalizing the monotone construction presented in
example 4.28, which quantifies minimal distinguishability between a given resource and
the set of all free resources. Because of the infimum in equation (4.56), we expect the
mediating preordered set to be (P(X2),deg). The root monotone is then inf ◦f∗ for a
contraction f .
Remark 4.42. Note that the contraction need not be defined everywhere. As long as its
domain of definition is downward closed, we get a valid root monotone by corollary 2.32.
This approach was used in [44] to understand monotones of the form as in (4.95) via the
Broad Scheme. Here, we take a more general approach.
The right choice of mediating isotone so as to obtain the monotone in example 4.28 via




∣∣ y ∈ Xfree }, (4.91)
where Xfree denotes the set of free states as before. There are multiple avenues to
understand why it is order-preserving. We choose to follow an approach that mimics
our discussion in section 4.3.4.
We say that a function ψ : X → P(X) is lax equivariant (with respect to free
transformations) if it satisfies





for all i ∈ I, all t ∈ Tfree and all x ∈ X.
Example 4.43. In a unimodular resource theory, any constant function that sends each
x to a fixed downset D ∈ DC(X) is lax equivariant. Indeed, we have





in such case. Specifically, choosing D to be the set of free states, the map x 7→ Xfree is lax
equivariant with respect to free transformations.
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∣∣ a ∈ ψ(x)} (4.94)
is an isotone of type (X,)→ (P(X2),deg).
Proof. The proof is analogous to that of lemma 4.37. The reverse direction of the relation
(4.84) allows us to construct a degradation as opposed to an enhancement.
The upshot of this discussion is that for every contraction f : X2 → R and every
downset D of (X,), the function
inf ◦f∗ ◦ ED(x) = inf
{
f(x, a)
∣∣ a ∈ D } (4.95)
is a resource monotone in the original resource theory. For every downset distinct
from the set of free resources, therefore, one obtains a corresponding variation on a
monotone expressing the minimal distinguishability from the free set—one that quantifies
the distinguishability from the chosen downset D according to f .
Example 4.45 (monotones quantifying distinguishability from a downset).
(i) Consider the resource theory of bipartite quantum entanglement [57] with the free
operations given by LOCC processes [21]. For any contraction f of quantum states,
the distinguishability (according to f) between a state and the set of separable states
is a popular entanglement monotone. Given that the set of states with entanglement
rank at most r is a downset in this resource theory,10 for every r, the distinguishability
(according to f) between a state and the set of states with entanglement rank at most
r is also an entanglement monotone.
(ii) Resource theories of quantum coherence [114] describe resources of “quantum
superposition” in a given basis so that the free states are those given by diagonal
density matrices. Besides these, there are downsets of bounded “coherence number”.
In particular, a pure state is r-incoherent if it is block-diagonal with blocks of size
no larger than r × r. For general states, we can take the convex hull of these
to obtain all the r-incoherent states [61]. The coherence number r introduced in
[113] plays the analogous role of Schmidt number from entanglement theory [64, 95].
Indeed, r-incoherent states form a downset for any r and can be thus used to generate
monotones via equation (4.95).
10This result can be found in [135, theorem 6.23] and it has been first shown in [119] where entanglement
rank has been introduced under the name “Schmidt number”.
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(iii) In the resource theory of multipartite quantum entanglement, a partition of the p
parties is said to have radius at most q if each of its elements consists of at most
q parties. Then, for any given q, the set of states that are convex combinations of
pure states separable for a partition of radius at most q forms a downward closed set.
In particular, the specific case of p = 3 and q = 2 defines the set of states that are
deemed to be not intrinsically 3-way entangled, and so this set is downward closed.
Consequently, the distinguishability (according to f) between a state and this set is
a multipartite entanglement monotone that quantifies intrinsic 3-way entanglement.
(iv) Resource theories of G-asymmetry provide another illustrative example. In partic-
ular, the set of states that are symmetric under a subgroup H of G form a downset.
Therefore, the distinguishability (according to f) between a state and the states
symmetric under H is also an asymmetry monotone. Roughly speaking, of all the
ways that a state may break G-symmetry, the extent to which it does so by breaking
H-symmetry is quantified by this monotone.11
We can repeat the construction for f which is a k-contraction instead of a 2-contraction.
Just like remark 4.38 points out in the oplax equivariant case, given a family of lax
equivariant functions ψj, the map
x 7→
(
ψ1(x), ψ2(x), . . . , ψk(x)
)
(4.96)
is an isotone of type (X,) → (P(Xk),deg) by the same argument as the one from




f(x, a2, a3, . . . ak)
∣∣ aj ∈ Dj } (4.97)
is a resource monotone in the original resource theory. Of course, one can also permute
the arguments of f arbitrarily in the above expression.
4.3.6 Convex Resource Theories
As an example of how the generalized construction of monotones from k-contractions
appears in a more concrete setting, we examine arguably two of the most ubiquitous
monotones—resource weight [72, 5, 1] and resource robustness [131, 52]—within the context
11If the contraction f is the relative entropy, then this monotone becomes S(ρ ‖ γH(ρ)) and is equivalent
to the Holevo asymmetry monotone S(γH(ρ)) − S(ρ) associated to the uniform twirling γH over H.
This equivalence follows from [46, proposition 2]. Note that the simplest case of such a monotone,
S(γG(ρ))− S(ρ), was introduced in [126].
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of convex resource theories. By connecting them to a monotone in the resource theory of
distinguishability, we complement the results of [117, 109, 32]. In the first two articles,
robustness measures are connected to discrimination tasks, while the last one describes
a similar connection between weight measures and the state exclusion tasks. Before we
discuss weight and robustness, however, we take a brief detour to introduce convexity
within our framework.
Many resource theories, particularly those studied at present, come with a convex-linear
structure and are generally even embedded in inner product spaces. This is a consequence
of the probabilistic behaviour of quantum systems and stochastic classical systems, which
provide the most common context for resource theories. As a result, many of the methods
are based on ideas of convex optimization [20] and convex geometry [94, 143] more broadly.
To express these in our abstract set-up, we need to supply the framework with a convex
structure.
One could do so in an abstract way as in [28, appendix F] that incorporates notions
of uncertainty beyond the standard probabilistic calculus. However, our aim here is not
to develop a general framework of convex resource theories. The goal is to use convex
structure to illustrate how some of the concrete results that require convexity fit into
the quantale module picture. Therefore, we restrict our attention to the “probabilistic
convexity”. Additionally, we consider listable resource theories only. They are concrete
resource theories in which ? operation can be decomposed into a union of partial semigroup
operations as in example 2.36 and similarly for .. In particular, if the semigroups are
labelled by an index i, then each s?i t and each t .i x is an individual resource or the empty
set.
In this context, we demand that in a convex resource theory, both12 X and T are convex
sets in (topological) affine spaces which we think of as vector spaces without origin. Note
that we do not the need convex combination of arbitrary resources (or transformations)
to be a valid resource (or transformation). Just like it makes sense to restrict hypothesis
encodings to tuples of elements of the same type [44, appendix C], we would only expect
to be able to take convex combinations of elements whose types match. In other words,
we do not presume that a convex combination of states of distinct systems exists, for
instance. Without using typed resource theories (which we avoid in this thesis), we
can implement such an idea by requiring that convex combinations are merely partial
operations. Moreover, the operations in a convex resource theory should respect convex
12There is an intermediate notion in which only the resources carry a convex structure (see [28]).
Quantum resource theories with transformations by unitary operations would generally fall into this class
that we do not consider in this thesis.
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combinations. That is, for all i, all λ ∈ [0, 1], and all individual transformations and
resources, we should have(
λ s+ (1− λ) t
)
?i u = λ (s ?i u) + (1− λ) (t ?i u)
s ?i
(
λ t+ (1− λ)u
)
= λ (s ?i t) + (1− λ) (s ?i u)(
λ s+ (1− λ) t
)
.i x = λ (s .i x) + (1− λ) (t .i x)
s .i
(
λx+ (1− λ) y
)
= λ (s .i x) + (1− λ) (s .i y)
(4.98)
as so-called Kleene equalities in each case. That is, the relations impose that the left-hand
side is defined if and only if the corresponding right-hand side is defined.
Remark 4.46. In certain convex resource theories, we may want to impose that an agent’s
access to resources is closed under convex combinations. That is, instead of using the
powerset suplattices P(X) and P(T ), we may use suplattices which only contain the
convex subsets of X and T respectively. Suprema therein are given by the convex hull
of the union of respective sets.
4.3.7 Resource Weight and Robustness
Returning to weight and robustness measures, let us consider a listable resource theory
with a convex structure. We can then define a particularly simple 3-contraction that we
call convex alignment:13
cva(x, y, z) := inf
{
λ ∈ [0, 1]
∣∣ x = λ y + (1− λ) z } (4.99)
Indeed, this function is a monotone in any resource theory of 3-distinguishability. To show
this, it suffices to consider the unconstrained case. That is, we want to establish that, for
any transformation t ∈ T , any i ∈ I and any triple of resources x, y, z, we have
cva(x, y, z) ≥ cva(t .i x, t .i y, t .i z). (4.100)
If cva(x, y, z) is infinite, then its value cannot increase and equation (4.100) holds trivially.
Otherwise, for any λ ∈ [0, 1] such that x equals λ y + (1− λ) z, we have
t .i x = t .i
(
λ y + (1− λ) z
)
= λ t .i y + (1− λ) t .i z (4.101)
13Recall from equation (2.18) that our convention for the infimum of the empty set is the top element.
The value of cva(x, y, z) whenever x is not a convex combination of y and z thus depends on the codomain








Figure 4.1: A pictorial depiction of the optimal convex decompositions for each of the
four monotones mentioned in this section: (a) resource weight mw, (b) resource robustness
mrob, (c) free robustness mf. rob, and (d) resource non-convexity mnc. Grey disc represents
the set X of all individual resources, while the yellow “hourglass” witin represents the free
resources among them. In order to illustrate each of the four optimal decompositions, we
select a distinct resource (element of X), depicted by a green node. These demopositions
are given by the three points along one of the line segments with an orange and purple
portion. The value of each of the monotones for these; mw(a),mrob(b),mf. rob(c), and
mnc(d); can be read off as the length of the respective orange segment divided by the total
lenth of the orange and purple segments combined.
thanks to the convex-linearity of . as given by (4.98). Therefore, inequality (4.100) also
holds whenever cva(x, y, z) is finite.
Now we can use the construction of monotones from k-contractions described in
section 4.3.5 to obtain resource monotones. In particular, using cva as the 3-contraction in
(4.97) leads to a number of interesting monotones for different choices of downsets. There
are many downsets one could use for each Dj, but here we will restrict our attention to
the two most obvious choices—Xfree and X. Even with this restriction, one can obtain 12
potentially distinct monotones. Out of these, 8 give rise to a constant monotone and are
therefore uninteresting. The other 4 are as follows.





∣∣ y ∈ X, z ∈ Xfree }. (4.102)




∣∣ x ∈ λX + (1− λ)Xfree }. (4.103)
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It corresponds to the smallest weight of a resource y that can be used to form x by
convex mixture with some free resource z.





∣∣ x ∈ Xfree, y ∈ X }. (4.104)




∣∣ λ y + (1− λ) z ∈ Xfree, y ∈ X }. (4.105)
It is the smallest weight of a resource y that one needs to convexly mix with z in
order to obtain a free resource.
(c) The free robustness (also known as standard robustness) mf. rob : X → R is defined
as
mf. rob(z) := inf
{
cva(x, y, z)
∣∣ x ∈ Xfree, y ∈ Xfree }. (4.106)
Explicitly, its value is
mf. rob(z) = inf
{
λ
∣∣ λ y + (1− λ) z ∈ Xfree, y ∈ Xfree }. (4.107)
It is the smallest weight of a free resource y that one needs to convexly mix with z
in order to obtain another free resource.




∣∣ y ∈ Xfree, z ∈ Xfree }. (4.108)




∣∣ x ∈ λXfree + (1− λ)Xfree }. (4.109)
It is trivial if the set of free resources (for each resource type) is a convex set.
Otherwise, it tells us about the ordering of resources that are within the convex
hull of the free resources, but are not free themselves. While many resource theories
have convex free subtheories, some do not. Examples include resource theory of
non-Gaussianity [144, 68], as well as resource theories in which free operations are
those compatible with a causal structure without a common source of randomness.
Resource non-convexity thus quantifies the relative distance of a resource from the
set of free resources in terms of its convex decompositions into free resources. Its
value is set to 0 if the resource in question is free itself, and ∞ if it is outside of the
convex hull of the free resources.
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As a consequence of our discussion in section 4.3.5, all four functions above are resource
monotones. However, being able to prove the monotonicity of these four functions is not
where the value of the general construction of monotones from contractions lies. What
it provides is an understanding of the assumptions required for these functions to be
monotones. Furthermore, it gives us a unified picture, within which we can adjust various
elements of the monotone constructions according to the question we are interested in. In
this case, there are many more monotones one can obtain from cva in a similar way, since
X or Xfree can be replaced by any other downset in the optimization.
4.3.8 Translating Monotones in General
In preceding sections, we saw that many monotones used in practice arise as translations of
measures of distinguishability. We now generalize these techniques to be able to translate
monotones between arbitrary concrete resource theories with underlying quantale modules
(P(T ),P(X), .) and (P(S),P(W ), .), provided that they can be related suitably. The
choices of the mediating preorders are again going to be the enhancement and degradation
preorders constructed from the resource ordering of individual resources. For any monotone
f on W , we thus have corresponding root monotones sup ◦f∗ and inf ◦f∗ as defined in
corollary 2.32.
In order to construct maps that can be used as the mediating isotones of type
(X,)→ (P(W ),enh), we can use the following sufficient and necessary condition.
Lemma 4.47 (mediating isotones for enh). Let (P(T ),P(X), .), (P(S),P(W ), .) be two
concrete resource theories with free transformations given by Tfree and Sfree respectively. Let
F : P(X)→ P(W ) be a suplattice homomorphism. We have
Sfree .F(x) ⊇ F(Tfree . x) (4.110)
for all x ∈ X if and only if F is an isotone of type (P(X),)→ (P(W ),).
Note that we can express relation (4.110) succinctly as ↓Sfree ◦F ⊇ F ◦ ↓Tfree , where the
relation ⊇ among maps is defined point-wise:
G ⊇ G′ :⇐⇒ ∀x ∈ X : G(x) ⊇ G′(x) (4.111)
Proof. First of all, note that relation (4.110), in conjunction with the fact that both F and
. preserve unions, implies that the same relation holds if we replace an individual resource
x by any subset Y of X.
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We need to show that for F as above, the implication Y  Z =⇒ F(Y )  F(Z)
holds for any Y, Z ∈ P(X). This can be broken down as follows:
Y  Z ⇐⇒ Tfree . Y ⊇ Z
=⇒ F(Tfree . Y ) ⊇ F(Z)
=⇒ Sfree .F(Y ) ⊇ F(Z)
⇐⇒ F(Y )  F(Z),
(4.112)
where the second implication follows from property (4.110).
Conversely, if F is an isotone, then we have
x  Tfree . x =⇒ F(x)  F(Tfree . x)
=⇒ Sfree .F(x) ⊇ F(Tfree . x),
(4.113)
and thus F must satisfy (4.110) since x  ↓(x) is true for any x ∈ X.
There is of course an analogous lemma for resource theories that are not uniquely
atomistic, but we cannot restrict the applicability of condition (4.110) to atoms then.
As we have seen in proposition 3.35, for any oplax morphism of resource theories (`, f),
the resource mapping f is an isotone. Indeed, relation (4.110) follows for any pair (`, f)
satisfying the assumptions of proposition 3.35 by
f(Tfree . x) ⊆ `(Tfree) . f(x) ⊆ Sfree . f(x). (4.114)
Lemma 4.37, which establishes that mapping a resource x to (x, φ(x)) for some oplax
equivariant endomorphism of suplattices φ is order-preserving, can also be recovered from
lemma 4.47 if we choose F to be given by F(x) = (x, φ(x)).
As one would expect, we have a corresponding dual version of the above condition.
However, unlike in the case of listable resource theories where lax equivariant maps satisfy
an opposite set inclusion to oplax equivariant ones, we cannot express the dual condition
as the opposite of (4.110) here.
Lemma 4.48 (mediating isotones for deg). Given the same set-up as in lemma 4.47 (and










for all x ∈ X if and only if G is an isotone of type (P(X),deg)→ (P(W ),deg).
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Proof. The proof is very much in line with that of lemma 4.47. Given subsets Y, Z of X,
we have
Y deg Z =⇒ Y ⊆ ↑Tfree(Z)
















⇐⇒ G(Y ) deg G(Z),
(4.116)
which proves the claim.
For the converse, we argue as before. If G is an isotone, then we can infer















and thus relation (4.115) holds for any x.
Recall lemma 4.44, which establishes that mapping a resource x to (x, ψ(x)) for some
lax equivariant endomorphism of suplattices φ is order-preserving. Defining G to be the
























∣∣ ∃ t ∈ Tfree, ∃ i ∈ I : t .i y = x, t .i b ∈ ψ(x)}. (4.120)
The assumption that ψ is lax equivariant says that b ∈ ψ(y) implies t .i b ∈ ψ(x) and thus










Consequently, lemma 4.44 thus follows from lemma 4.48.
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4.4 Comparing Monotones
The general monotone constructions from sections 4.2 and 4.3 have several inputs that
need to be specified to obtain the target resource monotone. For instance, cost and yield
constructions require a choice of the gold standard A and an evaluation thereof, as well as
a right (or left) invariant set of transformations. On the other hand, measures of minimal
distinguishability correspond to a choice of a contraction and a (family of) downset(s).
In this section, we aim to address the following question: Which choices of these input
parameters are good in the sense that they result in a useful resource monotone? In order
to assess the usefulness of monotones as far as characterizing a preordered set (X,) is
concerned, we define a preorder wX on the set of monotones—denoted by Mon(X). It is
just the set of all order-preserving maps from (X,) to (R,≥). In this context, we consider
a monotone m to be more “useful” than a monotone ` if it contains all of the information
about (X,) that ` does and possibly more. We now formalize what we mean by the
amount of information a monotone has about a preordered set.
Note that a function m : X → R is a monotone if and only if for all pairs (a, b) ∈ X×X,
the following implication holds:
m(a) < m(b) =⇒ a 6 b. (4.122)
That is, monotones contain information about the order relation  ⊆ X × X insofar as
they witness when pairs of elements of X are not related by . Of course, if m(a) ≥ m(b)
holds, then the implication above does not allow us to learn anything about whether a  b
is true or not. Given a monotone m, a pair (a, b) is henceforth called m-interesting if
m(a) < m(b) holds. The m-interesting pairs are those for which we can learn whether
a 6 b holds from the fact that m is a monotone.
The set of all m-interesting pairs for a monotone m is denoted by
m-Interesting (X,) :=
{
(a, b) ∈ X ×X
∣∣ m(a) < m(b)}. (4.123)
We also refer to m-Interesting (X,) as the m-interesting relation on X.
Definition 4.49. Let (X,) be a preordered set and let Mon(X) be the set of monotones
(X,)→ (R,≥). We define the preorder wX on Mon(X) via
m wX ` ⇐⇒ m-Interesting (X,) ⊇ `-Interesting (X,) (4.124)
and we say that m is more informative about (X,) than ` is if m wX ` holds.
Whenever the preordered set (X,) is clear from context, we denote it by w.
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For functions m and ` which are monotones, we can express m w ` also as
m w ` ⇐⇒ ∀ a, b ∈ X : `(a) < `(b) =⇒ m(a) < m(b) (4.125a)
⇐⇒ ∀ a, b ∈ X : m(a) ≥ m(b) =⇒ `(a) ≥ `(b). (4.125b)
We would like to compare the constructions of monotones appearing in sections 4.2
and 4.3 in terms of how informative the resulting monotones are, depending on the choices
one can make. One of the input elements for cost and yield constructions is a partial
function f : X → R. Although it need not be a monotone on its domain A, it can
still be understood as witnessing inconvertibility between some resources within A. In
proposition 4.51 below, we prove that whenever f witnesses all the pairs of inconvertible
resources that g does, then f is at least as useful as g is, when thought of as an input to the
generalized yield and cost constructions. That is, in such a case f -yieldD is more informative
about (X,) than g-yieldD is and similarly for the cost construction. To make these kinds
of statements more precise, we now introduce the notion of the resource inconvertibility
that a partial function (as opposed to a monotone) witnesses.
Let f : X → R be a partial function with domain A. We say that f witnesses the
inconvertibility of a pair of resources (x, y) if both f(x) < f(y) and x 6 y hold. As far as
this property is concerned, we call such a pair of resources (x, y) f -interesting.
The set of all f -interesting pairs for a partial function f is denoted by
f -Interesting (X,) :=
{
(x, y) ∈ A× A
∣∣ f(x) < f(y) ∧ x 6 y }. (4.126)
We also refer to f -Interesting (X,) as the f -interesting relation on X. Note that
this definition coincides with the f -interesting relation for a monotone f given by
equation (4.123), whenever f is indeed a monotone. This justifies the use of identical
notation for these two concepts.
Definition 4.50. Let (X,) be a preordered set and let f, g : X → R be partial
functions with domains A and B respectively. We say that f witnesses more resource
inconvertibility in (X,) than g does if f w g holds, where
f w g ⇐⇒ f -Interesting (X,) ⊇ g-Interesting (X,) . (4.127)
Proposition 4.51. Consider a concrete resource theory (P(T ),P(X), .) with resource
preorder (X,). Let D be a right-invariant and S a left-invariant subset of T .
Furthermore, let f : X → R and g : X → R be two partial functions with domains A
and B respectively.
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If f witnesses more resource inconvertibility in (X,) than g does, then f -yieldD is
more informative about (X,) than g-yieldD is and also f -costS is more informative about
(X,) than g-costS is. That is, we have
f w g =⇒ f -yieldD w g-yieldD, (4.128a)
f w g =⇒ f -costS w g-costS. (4.128b)
Moreover, if f and g are monotones on their respective domains, their domains A,B
coincide, and D = S = Tfree, then the converse of both implications holds as well. That is,
in such a case we have
f w g ⇐⇒ f -yield w g-yield,
f w g ⇐⇒ f -cost w g-cost.
(4.129)
Proof. In order to prove claim (4.128a), we need to show that g-yieldD(x) < g-yieldD(y)
implies f -yieldD(x) < f -yieldD(y) for all x, y ∈ X for which we have x 6 y. This follows
via
g-yieldD(x) < g-yieldD(y) (4.130a)
⇐⇒ ∀x2 ∈ B ∩ ↓D(x), ∃ y2 ∈ B ∩ ↓D(y) : g(x2) < g(y2) (4.130b)
=⇒ ∀x2 ∈ B ∩ ↓D(x), ∃ y2 ∈ B ∩ ↓D(y) : g(x2) < g(y2) and x2 6 y2 (4.130c)
=⇒ ∀x2 ∈ A ∩ ↓D(x), ∃ y2 ∈ A ∩ ↓D(y) : f(x2) < f(y2) and x2 6 y2 (4.130d)
⇐⇒ f -yieldD(x) < f -yieldD(y). (4.130e)
Implication (4.130b) ⇒ (4.130c) follows for the following reason. Note that if x2  y2
holds, then we also have
y2 ∈ ↓(x2) ⊆ ↓ ◦ ↓D(x) = ↓D(x) (4.131)
where the last equality is by lemma 4.16. Thus, if there was an x2 for which all feasible
y2 satisfying g(x2) < g(y2) also satisfied x2  y2, then g(y2) would be bounded above by
g-yieldD(x). Since g-yieldD(y) is strictly larger than g-yieldD(x), for each x2 there must be
a feasible y2 outside ↓(x2).
Implication (4.130c) ⇒ (4.130d) follows from the assumption that f witnesses more
resource inconvertibility in (X,) than g does. Thus, we obtain the desired implication
(4.128a).
In order to prove claim (4.128b), we need to show the analogous statement for cost
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monotones:
g-costS(x) < g-costS(y) (4.132a)
⇐⇒ ∀ y2 ∈ B ∩ ↑S(y), ∃x2 ∈ B ∩ ↑S(x) : g(x2) < g(y2) and x2 6 y2 (4.132b)
=⇒ ∀ y2 ∈ A ∩ ↑S(y), ∃x2 ∈ A ∩ ↑S(x) : f(x2) < f(y2) and x2 6 y2 (4.132c)
⇐⇒ f -costS(x) < f -costS(y) (4.132d)
Once again, given a fixed y2, the relation x2  y2 would imply
x2 ∈ ↑(y2) ⊆ ↑ ◦ ↑S(y) = ↑S(y), (4.133)
and consequently g-costS(x) ≥ g-costS(y) if it were true for all feasible x2. That is why
the first equivalence holds. As before, implication (4.132b) ⇒ (4.132c) follows from f w g.
This concludes the proof of the first half of proposition 4.51.
In order to obtain the converse, we can show that f 6w g implies both f -yield 6w g-yield
and f -cost 6w g-cost, provided that f and g are monotones on their domain A. Under these
assumptions, the statement f 6w g can be expressed as
∃x, y ∈ A : g(x) < g(y) and f(x) ≥ f(y). (4.134)
By proposition 4.7, the values of f -yield and f -cost coincide with the value of f on A, and
similarly for g. Therefore, f 6w g implies the following two statements:
∃x, y ∈ A : g-yield(x) < g-yield(y) and f -yield(x) ≥ f -yield(y),
∃x, y ∈ A : g-cost(x) < g-cost(y) and f -cost(x) ≥ f -cost(y).
(4.135)
Since the yields and costs are monotones themselves, these imply f -yield 6w g-yield and
f -cost 6w g-cost. Consequently, the proof of the second half of proposition 4.51 is also
complete.
Corollary 4.52. As a consequence of proposition 4.51, sufficient and necessary conditions
for the ordering (via w) of yields and costs relative to Tfree are given by the ordering (via w)
of their restrictions to A∪B. These facts can also be expressed in terms of the order relation
with respect to informativeness about (A ∪B,) as:
f -yield wA∪B g-yield ⇐⇒ f -yield wX g-yield
f -cost wA∪B g-cost ⇐⇒ f -cost wX g-cost
(4.136)
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Therefore, if one wishes to characterize the resource preorder by monotones generated
by the generalized yield and cost constructions, then using functions A → R that are
informative about (X,) according to w should be preferred.
A function f cannot witness more resource inconvertibility than a complete set of
monotones because such a set captures all the information in the preordered set (A,).
Nonetheless, a function f can witness more resource inconvertibility than any single
monotone. The simplest example is provided by A with 4 elements, two pairs of which are










then it clearly fails to be a monotone. Note that f witnesses inconvertibility for the two
pairs of resources, (x1, y2) and (y1, x2), while no single monotone can do so simultaneously.
Indeed, any monotone must satisfy m(x1) ≥ m(x2) and m(y1) ≥ m(y2). If it witnesses the
inconvertibility of the pair (x1, y2), then m(x1) < m(y2) holds and these three inequalities
together imply that m(y1) is greater than m(x2), so that m then cannot witness the
inconvertibility of the other pair (y1, x2). The function f is capable of witnessing the
inconvertibility of both of these pairs of resources thanks to the fact that it fails to be
order-preserving.
Remark 4.53. Note that this function has another interesting property in that both
f -yield and f -cost are constant, i.e. least informative about (A,) among all monotones
A→ R. It can thus serve as a potentially fruitful counterexample to conjectures about the
yield and cost constructions.
Example 4.54 (chains admit a most informative function). If A is a totally ordered subset
of X, then there is a single monotone m that forms a complete set of monotones by itself.
Therefore, it is at least as informative about (A,) than any other function A → R. As
a consequence, for each right invartiant set D ∈ P(T ), there is a unique most informative
yield monotones with respect to gold standard specified by A, namely m-yieldD. Similarly,
m-costS is more informative than f -costS for any other choice of f : A → R.s Given the






In the final chapter, we use a specific resource theory of distinguishability to illustrate
some of the concepts introduced in previous chapters. Specifically, we look at encodings
of hypotheses in classical probabilistic systems, whose behaviour is characterized by a
probability distribution over a sample space. Transformations of such probabilistic systems
are provided by stochastic maps which assign a probabilistic behaviour of the system in
their codomain to each element of the sample space in their domain.
After introducing the basic notation, in section 5.2 we give a brief account of image
maps (see definition 4.15) in this context and of their utility when we want to learn about
the resource ordering. The image maps correspond to objects known as Markotopes and
zonotopes, the latter of which offer a particularly simple and visual way to read off whether
an encoding is freely convertible to another one or not. In section 5.3, we give an example
of two encodings for which the zonotope condition is not sufficient to decide the fact that
they are unordered in the resource theory of distinguishability. The following two sections
present alternative methods that witness their inconvertibility. The method in section 5.4
uses the notion of a morphism of resource theories from section 3.3.5 and the one in
section 5.5 shows how one can use the resource weight construction from section 4.3.7 in
practice. Finally, in section 5.6 we illustrate how to extend monotones defined for encodings
of distributions to monotones for encodings of channels, the general case of which has been
introduced in example 4.13.
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5.1 The Set-Up
In section 4.3.3, we saw a construction of a resource theory of H-distinguishability, which
can be associated to any (listable) quantale module. While there are other consistent
interpretations, we may think of H as a set of hypotheses about the state of some variable
of interest. The resource objects, tuples indexed by H, model how the hypotheses manifest
themselves in the world. Constant tuples are independent of H, while those for which the
identity of a resource is highly dependent on H allow one to learn about H, provided that
the alternatives can be distinguished. In this context, the manipulations are performed by
an agent who has no a priori knowledge of H. This is why the free transformations are
required to be independent of H—they are constant tuples.
Consider a collection of resources {di}i∈I that can be interpreted as unambiguously
distinguishable, such as distinct read-outs of an (ideal) measurement device. In constructor
theory [30], such collections are called information variables. An encoding of H that can
be freely transformed to
(d1, d2, . . . , dh) (5.1)
is a maximally informative one—it encodes all the information about H there is to know.
Many encodings, however, fall somewhere in between, they are neither independent of
H nor maximally informative. We can compare their informativeness via the resource
ordering of H-distinguishability.
In the context of classical probability theory, these ideas correspond to the comparison
of statistical experiments in terms of their informativeness [12]. Hereafter, we thus refer to
statistical experiments and resource encodings interchangeably. Likewise, we identify the
concept of informativeness about hypotheses with that of distinguishability of behaviours
(which encode said hypotheses). When talking about statistical experiments, the set H
may be identified with a statistical parameter that we wish to determine by conducting
experiments.
Example 5.1. As one of an endless list of examples, consider H to represent the time of
day. That is, different elements of H corresponds to different hypotheses about what is the
time. There are many ways in which one could try to learn about H. For instance, we may
look at a well-calibrated clock and use the fact that different times are encoded in easily
distinguishable positionings of the clock arms. A somewhat less informative encoding of H
is that of a shadow cast by a solar clock. A statistical experiment for learning about H with
very low precision would be to measure the temperature—the elements of H are typically
encoded in highly overlapping air temperature probability distributions. However, since it
may be used at night, as opposed to a solar clock, we would expect that a thermometer
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and a solar clock are incomparable as encodings of H. Neither contains strictly more
information about H than the other does.
While realistic statistical experiments (also known as statistical models) carry more
intricate structure [89], a rudimentary way to describe them is as encodings of H that
specify a probabilistic behaviour of some system A that depends on the value of H. We
may think of A as the data variable of the statistical experiment. Whether one experiment
carries more information about H than another one is given by the resource ordering of
(unconstrained) H-distinguishability, denoted by unif . There are other definitions of the
ordering of informativeness of statistical experiments, but in many contexts they coincide
with unif [70].
More concretely, if we restrict our attention to finite sample spaces, the individual
resources in the original quantale module (elements of X) are probability distributions
over finite sets, which we may think of as column vectors with non-negative entries that
add up to 1. We write X[A] for the space of all probability distribution over a fixed sample
space A. Correspondingly, the transformations (elements of T ) are stochastic maps. In
other words, they are matrices with non-negative entries, every column of which adds up
to 1. We use the notation T [A,B] to refer to all the stochastic maps with domain A and
codomain B.
The quantale composition ? and quantale action . are both given by matrix multiplica-
tion as one would expect. It is thus a unimodular (and listable) quantale module. We can
also use a diagrammatic language of a process theory1 in which probability distributions
are states and stochastic maps are general processes. The quantale module operations can
be identified with the first construction of example 3.13:
















In the associated resource theory of H-distinguishability, elements of XH are tuples of
distributions. Let us restrict our attention to those tuples for which the sample space is
independent of H, as we would do in a resource theory of distinguishability whose types2
are given by the underlying sample spaces. Thus, an element of XH can be described by
1In particular, the relevant process theory is the Markov category of finite sets and stochastic maps [38].
2Construction of typed resource theories of distinguishability is described in [44, appendix C].
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in the diagrammatic language with the wires representing the hypothesis distinguished for
better readability. In other words, we have XH [A] = T [H,A].
Tuples of transformations in TH of uniform type can be described as tensors or
equivalently as stochastic maps H ⊗ A → B for some sample spaces A and B. A generic





Free transformations in THunif are those conversions of A to B, whose behaviour is
independent of the hypothesis. That is, as stochastic maps H ⊗ A → B, we require








for some stochastic map t, where the process
H
(5.6)
denotes discarding of H. It is given by the stochastic map that sends each h ∈ H to
the unique probability distribution over the trivial system I which, in this process theory,
corresponds to the sample space with a single element. That is, diagram (5.5) expresses
that free encodings are independent of H, so that elements of THunif [A,B] can be identified
with elements of T [A,B].
Transformation encodings compose element-wise with respect to the hypotheses, as






























denotes the copying of H given by the stochastic map that sends each h ∈ H to the point
distribution supported on (h, h) ∈ H×H. Copying the hypothesis in expressions (5.7) and
(5.8) imposes the requirement that the value of H is kept fixed when composing encodings.








⇐⇒x unif y ∃ t : (5.10)
which says that y can be obtained from x by a post-processing, i.e. as a composition t ◦ x
with some stochastic map t. Within the context of finite sample spaces that we focus on
here, this ordering is also known as matrix majorization [27].
3In the language of Markov categories, this is the composition in the Markov category parametrized by
H [41, section 2.1].
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5.2 Markotopes and Zonotopes
Matrix majorization can be studied geometrically in terms of so-called Markotopes [27].
For an integer k, consider the set of free transformation encodings whose output space has
cardinality k. Since they can be identified with stochastic maps of type B → K for fixed
K = {1, 2, . . . , k} and arbitrary B, we denote them by T [ , K]. By construction, these
form a right-invariant set of transformation encodings. Indeed, for any free encoding tunif







= ∈ T [ , K]
s s
(5.11)
so that T [ , K] ? THunif ⊆ T [ , K] holds, which is the required form of right-invariance.
Thus, by lemma 4.18, the map













is an isotone for any choice of k and it can be used, for instance, to construct generalized
yield monotones. This fact can be found in [27, theorem 3.3] where ↓T [ ,K](x), i.e. the
T [ , K]-image of an encoding x, is a convex subset of T [H,K] called the Markotope
associated to x. Markotopes with k = 2 are also referred to as zonotopes.
In the case of two hypotheses, so that we can write H = 2 = {0, 1}, it suffices to
consider zonotopes as the map ↓T [ ,K] for K = 2 is then an order embedding [27, theorem
4.1]. That is, two encodings of a binary hypothesis; x, y ∈ X2[2]; are ordered if and only
if their zonotopes are included one within the other:
x unif y ⇐⇒ ↓T [ ,2](x) ⊇ ↓T [ ,2](y) (5.13)
The elements of X2[2] (i.e. 2×2 stochastic matrices) can be parametrized by two elements
of the unit interval (λ, ν ∈ [0, 1]) via(
λ ν
1− λ 1− ν
)
, (5.14)
so that the zonotope condition offers a simple visual representation of 2-distinguishability.























Figure 5.1: Two examples of zonotopes of binary encodings of a binary hypothesis are
provided here. They are depicted as subsets of X2[2], which is the unit square in the
representation provided by (5.14). The blue one (on the left) corresponds to the encoding
with (λ, ν) = (1/8, 1/2). The red one (on the right) corresponds to the encoding with
(λ, ν) = (1/4, 3/4). Points in the shaded regions are elements of the T [2,2]-image of
the respective encoding. Vertices of the polytopes correspond to “deterministic” post-
processings of the given encoding by transformations that are {0, 1}-valued. That is, for
an encoding with a given pair (λ, ν), they are the points (0, 0), (1, 1), (ν, λ), and (λ, ν)
itself. Since neither of the two zonotopes includes the other as a subset, we conclude that
these two encodings are incomparable in the resource theory of distinguishability. In other
words, neither of the two encodings is more informative about the hypothesis than the
other.
As we saw in example 4.40, resource ordering of nonuniformity can be faithfully
embedded in the informativeness order of encodings of a binary hypothesis via the map
X → X2, x 7→ (x, µ) (5.15)
where µ denotes the uniform distribution over the same sample space that x is defined on.
In this context, the zonotope of the tuple (x, µ) is commonly viewed through its equivalent
representation in terms of its “upper boundary”—the Lorenz curve (cf. figure 1.1). The
left diagram in figure 5.1 provides a concrete example. In terms of Lorenz curves, the
zonotope inclusion condition (5.13) boils down to the question of whether one Lorenz
curve is “nowhere below” another one.
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Similarly, resource ordering of athermality4 can be viewed as distinguishability of a
given distribution x from the thermal state via the embedding
x 7→ (x, ρtherm) (5.16)
where ρtherm denotes the thermal state of the system which x is a state of. Just as for
nonuniformity, this point of view gives an equivalent representation of the athermality
ordering. There is also a corresponding notion of a Lorenz curve that can be used to













then the zonotope of the encoding (x, ρtherm) is the one depicted in the right diagram of
figure 5.1. Its Lorenz curve is the upper boundary thereof.
5.3 Shor Encodings
For the purposes of resource theories with a single fixed point such as nonuniformity and
athermality (recall example 3.30), it is sufficient to understand the zonotope inclusion
condition (5.13). This is because they can be embedded in a resource theory of 2-
distinguishability whose resource ordering, as we mentioned, boils down to the zonotope
inclusion condition for any data variable A in which the hypothesis H are encoded.
However, other resource theories of M -asymmetry require the full understanding of H-
distinguishability. Indeed, for hypotheses with cardinality greater than two, there is no
known fixed integer k for which the Markotope inclusion condition would be sufficient for
determining the ordering of encodings.5
4While nonuniformity ordering of probability distributions corresponds to majorization, the athermality
ordering can be viewed as a generalization thereof known as relative majorization [83, section 14.B] or as
thermo-majorization [56]—the latter name used specifically in the context of thermodynamics. Namely,
instead of requiring that stochastic post-processings preserve uniform distributions (as in the case of
standard majorization), one requires that they fix some other choice of distributions—one for each system.
5This holds when we consider encodings with arbitrary data variables. For a fixed choice of a data
variable A with cardinality a, the inclusion of Markotopes with k = a is both necessary and sufficient
condition for the informativeness ordering of encodings in XH [A]. This is easy to see as the Markotope
inclusion is then just a different way to write the definition of the resource ordering of encodings. Moreover,
when comparing two encodings with distinct data variables A and B, it suffices to look at Markotope
inclusion at the level of the smaller of the minimal sufficient statistics for the two encodings. Markotopes
with higher k provide no additional information. This is because every encoding is equivalent to its minimal
sufficient statistic (as well as any other sufficient statistic) in the resource theory of distinguishability.
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In the rest of chapter 5, we use a particular example of two encodings to illustrate
methods that can offer additional insights about informativeness of encodings, as compared
to the zonotope inclusion condition. They are encodings of a three-valued hypothesisH = 3

































We refer to x and y from (5.18) as “Shor encodings” as they have been considered by Peter
Shor as a classical analogue of the corresponding encoding of quantum states [62]. See also
[86, appendix C] for an explicit consideration of these.
One can check that the zonotope ↓T [ ,2](x) of x includes that of y. This can be
established, for example, by listing all the deterministic post-processings of x and y which
correspond to (potential)6 zonotope vertices and observing that every vertex of ↓T [ ,2](y) is
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 ∈ ↓T [ ,2](x) (5.19)
obtained by a deterministic post-processing of x is in the zonotope of x, but not in the
zonotope of y. By the zonotope inclusion condition, i.e. because ↓T [ ,2] is an isotone, we
conclude y 6unif x. That is, y is not more informative about the hypothesis than x is.
5.4 Possibilistic Encodings
The two zonotopes cannot be used to determine whether the Shor encodings are
incomparable, since we have
↓T [ ,2](x) ⊇ ↓T [ ,2](y). (5.20)
6Deterministic post-processings generate the zonotope as its convex hull, but a single encoding given
by such post-processing may not be a vertex if it is a convex combination of other ones.
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We would need to consider the Markotope with k = 3 to establish this fact. However,
there are other methods one can use as well.
Let the ceiling function ceil : [0, 1]→ {0, 1} be defined by
ceil(λ) :=
{
0 if λ = 0
1 if λ ∈ (0, 1]
(5.21)
Let us consider {0, 1} to be the semiring with multiplication as usual and addition given
by
0 + 0 = 0 0 + 1 = 1 + 0 = 1 1 + 1 = 1. (5.22)
This semiring is commonly termed the Boolean semiring and we denote it by B. The
ceiling function is then a homomorphism of semirings of type I → B where I denotes
the unit real interval thought of as a semiring. Let us denote the space of B-valued
distributions by Y in order to differentiate them from the I-valued distributions (i.e.
probability distributions) which are denoted by X. The space of all B-valued stochastic
matrices is denoted by U in contrast to the standard I-valued stochastic matrices denoted
by T .
Applying the ceiling function to the entries of probability distributions and stochastic
matrices leads to two functions X → Y and T → U respectively, which we both
denote by ceil as well. Nothing changes when we work with tuples. In this way,
we get a resource theory of possibilistic distinguishability whose quantale module is
(P(UH),P(Y H), .) with ? and . given by matrix multiplication and the set of free
transformation is given by the hypothesis-independent tuples UHunif . Moreover, the two
functions, ceil : TH → UH and ceil : XH → Y H , define a morphism of resource theories
(ceil, ceil) that maps distinguishability of probabilistic encodings to distinuishability of
possibilistic encodings. Specifically, they are both defined to be suplattice homomorphisms;
they satisfy equations (3.68a) and (3.68b) in definition 3.31 because ceil applied to matrices
entry-wise preserves matrix multiplications; and the free transformations are preserved as
well. By proposition 3.35, ceil is thus an isotone of type (XH ,unif)→ (Y H ,unif).












The question of whether ceil(x) can be converted to ceil(y) by a B-valued (i.e. possibilistic)
stochastic post-processing is now a combinatorial one with a finite number of feasible
transformations. One can indeed check that there is no B-valued stochastic 3 × 4 matrix
that gives ceil(y) when composed with ceil(x). Consequently, since ceil is an isotone, we
can also conclude that x 6unif y holds in the original resource theory of (probabilistic)
distinguishability.
Note that the possibilistic encodings can be also viewed as hypergraphs7 with nodes
given by elements of the data variable A. For each hypothesis value h ∈ H, we get one
hyperedge that corresponds to the subset of elements of A that are consistent with said
hypothesis h. In other words, each column of the matrix specifies a hyperedge that consists
of those rows for which the corresponding matrix element is non-zero. Transformations can
be thought of as (multivalued) functions between the nodes of hypergraphs, such that the
image of a hyperedge for each h is required to be the hyperedge corresponding to the same
h in the codomain. Explicitly, the two hypergraphs that correspond to Shor encodings are:
x : y :
In this way, it is easy to see that there is no such transformation from the hypergraph for
x to the hypergraph for y, or vice versa.
5.5 Weight of a Deterministic Encoding as a Mono-
tone
The analysis in terms of possibilistic hypergraphs is qualitative by nature. In order for it
to be useful, there has to be sufficient structure merely in the supports of the encodings.
More quantitative measures are provided by the resource weight construction (introduced
in section 4.3.7), which we explore hereafter.
First of all, note that the rank of the matrix representing an encoding is a distinguisha-
bility monotone. This is because x unif y implies rank(y) = rank(t ◦ x) ≤ rank(x), where
7Strictly speaking, they are hypergraphs with hyperedges labelled by a fixed index set H.
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t is the free transformation that achieves the conversion of x to y. In particular, the rank
is a monotone for the deterministic encodings, which are those elements of XH that are
{0, 1}-valued. We denote them by D[H,A] where A is the data variable. For a fixed A,
the set D[H,A] of deterministic stochastic matrices constitutes the vertices of the polytope
T [H,A] of all stochastic matrices. Let us denote the set of elements of D[H,A] whose rank
is bounded above by k by Dk[H,A].
For example, if both the hypothesis H and the data variable A are binary, then the




















The first and last have rank 1, while the other two are of rank 2.
The above discussion implies that, for any positive integer k, the convex hull of






In the case of binary encodings of a binary hypothesis, T1 consists of encodings of the form:(
µ µ
1− µ 1− µ
)
. (5.26)
The argument showing that Tk is downward closed is as follows. If a given encoding x
(viewed as a stochastic matrix of type H → A) can be expressed as a convex mixture of




λi di ∈ Tk[H,A] (5.27)
where each di is an element of Dk[H,A], then for any post-processing t ∈ T [A,B] the
transformed encoding satisfies
t ◦ x =
∑
i
λi t ◦ di ∈ Tk[H,A], (5.28)
8The notation Tk[H,A] for the convex hull of the set Dk[H,A] can be motivated by recognizing that
Tk[H,A] coincides with the set of all stochastic matrices of type H → A that have rank at most k. Proving
this fact is another way to establish that Tk[H,A] is a downset, via the argument from remark 4.2, since
rank is a monotone.
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as the rank of each t ◦ di is upper bounded by k.
Therefore, we can use the downsets Tk in the resource weight construction. Let us write
h for the cardinality of the hypothesis variable H, so that we can use H = {1, 2, . . . , h}
without loss of generality. Then, for each pair of positive integers m, k ∈ H such that
m < k holds,9 we have a weight monotone (see equation (4.103)) given by
fm,k(x) := inf
{
λ ∈ [0, 1]
∣∣ x ∈ λTk + (1− λ)Tm }. (5.29)
We can express this function as an optimization over the convex decompositions of x in













where each ej is a deterministic encoding with rank at most m, each di is a deterministic






νj = 1. (5.31)
If we now return to the two Shor encodings introduced in (5.18), we can provide another
explanation of their incomparability via the weight monotones fm,k. In particular, the


















































9If m is larger than or equal to k, then the resulting weight monotone is trivial (i.e. constant).
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for m = 2, k = 3. We can also observe that there is no convex decomposition of y with
non-zero weight of rank 1 encodings because there is no value of the data variable with
which all hypothesis values are compatible (i.e. the matrix representation of y has no rows
with strictly positive values). Finally, since we can write y purely as a convex combination








0 0 01 0 0
0 1 1
 , (5.35)
we conclude that f2,3(y) is zero.
As we can see, f1,3 has higher value for y, while f2,3 has higher value for x. That implies
that neither x can be converted to y by stochastic post-processing nor y can be converted
to x.
5.6 Monotones for Channels From Monotones for
States
Besides encodings of states (such as probability distributions), one can also study
encodings of channels (such as stochastic maps). The resulting resource theory of channel
distinguishability can be used to understand asymmetry of channels via example 4.39
(bridge lemma) as well as other aspects and applications of channel discrimination.
Here, we briefly look at the resource theory of encodings of a hypothesis in stochastic
processes to illustrate how monotones can be extended from a resource theory of states to
resource theories of channels (cf. example 4.13). While our discussion is in the context of
distinguishability, one can take a similar approach to use the well-understood properties
of quantum states (such as entanglement or athermality) to learn about the corresponding
properties of quantum channels.
The set-up is very much like what we describe in section 5.1. Resources are tuples
of stochastic maps, indexed by a set H of hypothesis values. We can think of them as
stochastic maps with a composite input. One part is the hypothesis variable and the
complement is the actual input of the channel when the hypothesis is fixed. That is, they






Recall that the transformations are typically given by 1-combs (example 3.15). In our case,






where ρ, σ are stochastic maps of type H ⊗C → Z ⊗A and H ⊗Z ⊗B → D respectively.
Therefore, Z denotes an arbitrary variable mediating the side-channel communication
between the pre- and post-processing here. Just as in equations (5.7) and (5.8), the
composition of combs and their action on channels is given by supplying a copy of the
hypothesis variable H to all processes involved and contracting the relevant wires.
Recall from example 3.15 that there is not a unique choice of free transformations in
a resource theory of channels. We can, for instance, impose that both pre- and post-







where ρ : C → Z ⊗ A and σ : Z ⊗B → D are arbitrary stochastic maps.
Just like in example 4.13, we can think of the monotones (for states) introduced in
section 5.5 as partial monotones for channels. The cost and yield constructions can be
then used to extend their domain to all channels, resulting in monotones fm,k-yield and
fm,k-cost in the resource theory of channel distinguishability. In general, these may be
tricky to evaluate, as they involve two optimizations—one in the definition of the original
monotone fm,k and another as part of the yield (or cost) construction. However, for specific
classes of channel encodings, we can find their values easily.
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Consider any channel encoding ψ represented by a stochastic map of type H⊗A→ B,
which is equivalent to a state encoding z under the action of free (i.e. hypothesis-



















for some stochastic maps ρ, σ, and σ′ of appropriate types. Given any monotone f in the
resource theory of state distinguishability (such as a weight monotone fm,k), we have
f -yield(z) = f(z) = f -cost(z) (5.41)
by proposition 4.7. Moreover, a monotone in the resource theory of channel distinguisha-
bility (such as f -yield or f -cost) has to assign the same value to both ψ and z since they
are equivalent resources. As a result, we have
f -yield(ψ) = f(z) = f -cost(ψ). (5.42)
The simplest kinds of channel encodings that are equivalent to state encodings are ones














where x and y are the Shor encodings from section 5.3, B is the sample space 4 = {0, 1, 2, 3},
and B′ is the sample space 3 = {0, 1, 2}. The channel encoding x̃ is an equivalent resource
of distinguishability to the state encoding x, so that
fm,k-yield (x̃) = fm,k(x) = fm,k-cost (x̃) (5.44)
holds for any of the weight monotones. Since x and y are incomparable in the resource
theory of state distinguishability, we can also immediately conclude that x̃ and ỹ are
incomparable in the resource theory of channel distinguishability.
For a slightly less trivial example, consider channel encodings ψx : H ⊗ A → B and















with H = {1, 2, 3}, A = B′ = {0, 1, 2}, and B = {0, 1, 2, 3}. Here [b] denotes the delta
distribution supported on b ∈ B (or b ∈ B′) and the symbol ⊕ denotes modular addition
within B and B′ respectively. Once again, we have ψx ∼unif x and ψy ∼unif y for the Shor
encodings x, y so that ψx and ψy are also incomparable. We can prove these equivalences
as follows. For ψx unif x and ψy unif y, note that applying either ψx or ψy to the delta














[h⊕ 2] = y(h)
(5.46)
For the opposite conversions, ψx unif x and ψy unif y, we give explicit post-processings














[0] if b = 0
[b⊕ a] otherwise,
σy(b, a) = [b⊕ a].
(5.48)
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One can check that with this choice, equation (5.47) holds for both x and y. Thus, by the
advertized equivalences ψx ∼unif x and ψy ∼unif y, values of any yield and cost monotones
obtained from a monotone f for state encodings satisfy
f -yield(ψx) = f(x) = f -cost(ψx)
f -yield(ψy) = f(y) = f -cost(ψy).
(5.49)
In general, as we mentioned, evaluating these yield and cost monotones requires solving
an optimization problem. However, in many contexts, it is not an unbounded optimization
as equation (4.27) might suggest at first sight. In the case of a resource theory of
distinguishability, equation (4.27) reads







Note that we can write the bipartite state ρ : I → A ⊗ Z as a product of its marginal
distribution µ on A and the conditional distribution of Z given A which specifies a









Since we assume f to be a monotone on its domain, we can remove υ from the optimization,
so that it reduces to








and the optimization is thus restricted to distributions over a fixed sample space A—the




Landscape of resource theories
In chapter 3, we introduced a somewhat combinatorial framework for resource theories. It
incorporates structure to model the degree of access to resources that an agent may have,
which is often used implicitly when reasoning about resource conversions. The abstract
nature of the framework allows for many quite disparate examples as instances. All of the
commonly studied resource theories postulate individual resources as mutually exclusive
entities and are thus uniquely atomistic lattices in our framework. We believe that shifting
the perspective to more general lattices can lead to new applications of resource-theoretic
ideas. There are many possibilities, even though the details may be unclear at this point.
Let us mention algorithmic information and complexity theory, and evolutionary dynamics,
to name a few.
Additionally, the abstract point of view is suitable to analyze connections between
resource theories that may look quite different when described in more concrete terms.
This is the main purpose of the abstraction in the thesis, as we try to systematically
understand how resource orderings can be studied via resource measures in chapter 4. We
take some of the common ways that resources are evaluated in practice and frame them
as instances of general constructions that can be applied with fairly minimal assumptions.
In this way, connections between resource theories can be established and some methods
for studying them can be translated. Moreover, fitting these into the Broad Scheme for
modularizing monotone constructions, we can both characterize existing resource measures
as well as develop a systematic procedure to come up with new ones.
Besides the construction of resource measures, there are other aspects of the “landscape
of resource theories” worth investigating. As we briefly sketch in section 3.2.3, general
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frameworks can be used to understand the interactions of restrictions placed on the free
transformations. For instance, one may study emergent consequences of a conjunction of
assumptions about “what is allowed”. Yet another topic in this domain is that of trade-offs
between different restrictions on the free operations, such as trade-offs between asymmetry
properties for different group actions, recently also investigated in [142].
Additional structure
It should be mentioned that the framework used here is stripped of a lot of structure one
may presume in applications. While this is intentional and makes the ideas presented
more transparent and easier to describe, it limits the inferences and methods one can
accommodate. It would certainly be interesting to add more structure to the framework
presented here and study the new phenomena that arise.
One of the main pieces missing from our analysis here is the concept of resource types.
In practice, one can often make several assumptions about the nature of the resource, even
in situations in which the precise behaviour is uncertain. In physics and engineering, these
assumptions can be collated into what we call a “system” (such as a particle, a collection
of interacting particles, a mechanical device, etc.). Other examples include registers in
computer science, molecules in chemistry, chromosomes and genes in genetics, and these
merely scratch the surface of course. Concrete transformations of resources will likewise
come with a notion of type. If α, β, etc. denote types of resources, a type of transformation
is of the form α→ β, meaning that it transforms resources of type α to resources of type
β. Crucially, its behaviour is unspecified when acting on resources that are not of type
α. For example, a transformation that is afforded by a prism specifies what happens to
resources that are beams of light, but it says nothing about what happens to beams of
electrons. On the basis that transformation of type α → β can only transform resources
of type α to resources of type β, they allow for high-level reasoning about impossibility.
One way in which types can be incorporated in the mathematical description is to model
types as objects in a category. This is precisely what process theories in section 2.1 do.
In our context, incorporating types into the description of resource theories as presented
may be conceived as horizontal categorification. While all of the details are not clear to us
at present, the most immediate approach would correspond to replacing quantale modules
with quantaloid modules [115, 97] as described in [2] as well. Another, closely related,
approach is modelling resource theories in the context of quantale-enriched categories [82].
Yet another piece of structure one would generally like to have in their toolkit is
convex or linear structure more broadly. We presented a rudimentary discussion of these in
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section 4.3.6. Convex structure and barycentric calculus become important when the very
description of individual resources refers to (probabilistic) beliefs about their identity. As
such, resources of information (described probabilistically) as well as quantum resources
carry convex-linear structure. Indeed, we have seen in section 4.3.7 that some of the most
popular resource measures rely on convexity. More generally, one can then employ the
tools of convex geometry to study resource theories [94, 125].
While universally combinable resource theories (section 3.2) model a conjunction of
resources via the universal composition , in the general framework of section 3.3 no such
operation is assumed. Nevertheless, many resource-theoretic questions involve conjunctions
of resources in one way or another. As a toy example, consider the case of stoichiometry
in chemistry, where one is interested to model which conjunctions (and ratios) of reactants
can yield desired products in a chemical reaction such as
2Na + Cl2 −→ 2NaCl. (6.1)
Therefore, it would be desirable to equip our framework with the structure of a “tensor
product”, such as that of symmetric monoidal categories used in process theories. Such
notion is also necessary for questions of catalytic and asymptotic many-copy conversions,
as explored in [37].
A large fraction of the research of resource theories focuses on whether resources
can be converted approximately. The main reason is that while we often use idealized
descriptions of resources as elements of a set, in practice one can never achieve perfect
precision and thus we loosen the idealized description to allow for ‘errors’. Additionally,
approximations are relevant for developing a theory of conversions between many copies of
the same resource (remark 1.4). This loosening of the requirement of exact convertibility
is commonly achieved by equipping resources with metric structure specifying a notion of
how close they are. Alternatively, one may choose to use a non-idealized description to
begin with. In this case, we may think of resources as elements of a “point-free topological
space”, such as a locale. However, to derive quantitative statements about errors and
approximate conversions, additional metric structure would be needed.
Related ideas
With or without additional structure, we would like to establish tighter links to some
other more structured approaches to resource theories and related ideas in the future.
Throughout this manuscript, we highlighted the connections to ordered commutative
monoids [37], partitioned process theories [22], resource theories of knowledge [28]
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and others. The discussion of connections of resource theories to constructor theory
[29, 80, 81, 30] and linear logic [43] from [37, section 10] applies to our framework as
well. Let us mention, however, that quantales specifically have been used to describe the
semantics of linear logic in [141]. Yet another model of linear logic is provided by Petri nets
[84, 34], which have been connected more explicitly to quantales in [16, 121]. Given the
common resource-like interpretation of markings and transitions on a Petri net, this is a
connection that should certainly be pursued, deepening the ties between resource theories
and theoretical computer science. Finite-state automata and labelled transition systems
offer yet another related flavour of computation, the latter of which has been modelled
by quantale modules explicitly in [2]. Often, resources are also conceptualized in terms
of their utility in a game-theoretic sense. As such, recent developments in compositional
game theory [51, 53, 42] may offer yet another connection to explore. All that is to say
that one of the outcomes that we hope to achieve by studying resource theories in the
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[40] Tobias Fritz, Tomáš Gonda, and Paolo Perrone. De Finetti’s Theorem in Categorical
Probability. arXiv:2105.02639, 2021. ↑ iv
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